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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Tur Lone Vacation Judges will be Farweit and Buoxtey, 
JJ.; and it is understood that Mr. Justice Farwetz will take 
the first half of the vacation. 





Prorests have frequently been made on behalf of the legal 
ange against the strange notion that the learned Lords 
ustices of the Court of Appeal are legal ‘‘ handy-men,”’ avail- 
able for employment in extra-judicial duty ; but in spite of such 
protests the sayy of taking a Lord Justice from the courts for 
a more or less lengthened period has grown and flourished. 
The latest instance is the selection of Lord Justice Romer as a 
member of a commission of inquiry to visit South Africa—an 
errand which, it is stated, will probably keep him from the 
Royal Courts until December next. In the present condition of 
the Court of Appeal as regards the Me gas of the equity 
element the appointment is peculiarly unjustifiable, and the 
more so since the services of Sir Epwarp Fry, who possesses all 
the qualifications for the office, would seem to have been 
available. It is understood that Lord Justice Romer will leave 
England about the end of the present month. 





THe prcrsion of Purmumorez, J., in Stacey v. Hill (Zimes, 
9th inst.) seems to be difficult to reconcile with the terms of 
section 55 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. A disclaimer of a 
lease by a trustee in bankruptcy, it is there provided, shall 
operate to determine, as from the date of the disclaimer, the 
rights and liabilities of the bankrupt and his property, and shall 
also discharge the trustee from all personal liability, ‘‘ but shall 
not, except so far as is necessary for the purpose of releasing the 
bankrupt and his property and the trustee from liability, affect 
the rights or liabilities of any other person.” This sub-section 
does no more than state explicitly the construction which was 
laced on section 23 of the B ptcy Act, 1869, in Zr parte 
alton (17 Oh. D. 746), and other cases. Thus in Hill vy. Hast 
and West India Dock Co. (9 App. Cas. 648), where the bankrupt. 
was an assignee of the lease, it was held that the liability of 
the original lessee was not affected; and in Harding v. Preece 
(9 Q. B. D. 281) it was held that a surety to the original lessee 
for the payment of rent by the bankrupt assignee remained liable 
notwithstanding the disclaimer. The present case of Stacey v. 
Hill also related to the liability of a surety. Premises were let 
for a term of five years from the 25th of December, 1898, at a 
rental of £280 a year upon the written tee of the 
defendant for payment of rent in arrear up to £140. The 
tee was to ‘‘remain in force concurrently with the lease 

or a period of five years” from the date of commencement of 
the lease. In November, 1899, the lessee became bankrupt, 

and his trustee disclaimed the lease in February, 1900, C) 

defendant paid the rent up to Christmas, 1899, and admitted 
liability for rent apportioned up to the date of disclaimer, and 

Puitimo0rg, J., held that he was liable for no more. After 

that date he held that there was no lease and no rent in 

arrear, and hence there was nothing to which the ee 

could extend. He appears to have cig wor Hill v. East 

and West India Co. and Harding v. on the ground 
that in those cases the bankrupt was only an assi and 
consequently the disclaimer did not destroy the ori term. 
But no distinction of this kind is to be found in section 55. The 
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are not to be affected by the disclaimer, and this provision is 

uite irreconcileable with the extinguishment of a surety’s 
liability. This clearly affects the liability of a person other than 
the bankrupt and his trustee. The decision would make it 
practically useless to take a surety for rent. 





Tue Court or Arrzat (A. L, Sure, Vauvcnan WILi1iaMs, 
and Romer, L.JJ.), as reported elsewhere, have disallowed the ex- 
tended effect given by Riwtzy, J., in Matthews v. Usher (68 
L. J. Q. B. 988) to section 25 (5) of the Judicature Act, 1873. 
That section provides that ‘a mortgagor entitled for the time 
being to the possession or receipt of the rents and profits 
of any land as to which no notice of his intention to take 
possession or to enter into receipt of the rents and profits 
thereof shsll have been given by the mortgagee, may sue 
for such ro.session or for the recovery of such rents and profits 
. » . imhis own name only, unless the cause of action arises 
upon a lease or other contract made by him jointly with any 
other person.” In the above case a lease containing a covenant 
to repair had been granted in 1819 for a term of eighty-one 
years, and in 1878 the legal owner of the reversion expectant on 
the lease executed a legal mortgage of it. The equity of 
redemption had become vested in the plaintiffs, and they were 
in receipt of the rents and profits. In July, 1898, they 
served on the defendants, in whom the leasehold interest was 
vested, notice under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
alleging as a ground of forfeiture a breach of the covenant to 
repair, and they brought the action to recover possession. The 
lease contained a proviso that the lessor, his heirs and assigns, 
might re-enter on breach of any of the covenants. Primd facie, of 
course, the plaintiffs had no title to recover possession, for they 
were not the legal owners of the freehold reversion and they did 
not come within the terms of the proviso. It has recently been 
held by the Court of Appeal in Gentle v. Faulkner (ante, p. 483) 
that in dealing with cases of landlord and tenant the word 
‘“‘assigns”” must be restricted to legal assigns. Here the 
plaintifis were in the position of mortgagors, and could not 
therefore be assigns of the lessor. Reliance, however, was 
placed upon the above provision of the Judicature Act of 
1873 as giving them the necessary power to sue, and 
Ruovizy, J., held that the sub-section applied. It has 
been pointed out, however, in the Court of Appeal that 
the right to sue depended in the first instance upon the 
mortgagor being entitled to possession, and in the present case 
this preliminary was wanting. The right to possession required 
that a proper notice under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, should have been served by the legal owner of the 
reversion, and this had not been done. Hence, admitting that 
the Judicature Act has placed the mortgagor in the shoes of the 
mortgagee with regard to suing in ejectment, yet the mortgagor 
cannot sue until a right to possession against the tenant has 
been created by the service of a forfeiture notice by the 
mortgagee. With regard to leases made since the Conveyancing 
Act the mortgagor is by virtue of section 10 placed in a 
stronger position, but it seems that the right of suing conferred 
on him by the Judicature Act, however wide it may seem to be, 
is only to be exercised with caution. 





Cravsz 6 of the Companies Bill, which imposes restrictions 
upon going to allotment, was the subject of considerable 
discussion in the Grand Committee on Trade on the 5th inst. 
The clause provides that no allotment of share capital shall be 
made unless the following conditions have been complied with : 
(a) the amount (if any) fixed by the memorandum or 

icles of association and named in the prospectus (if any) 
as the minimum subscription on which the directors may 
proceed to allotment; or (4), if no amount is so fixed and 
named, then the whole amount of the share capital, has been 
subscribed, and the sum (if any) payable on application has 
es get By sub-clause 2, the minimum subscription is to 
be exclusive of shares payable otherwise than in cash ; by sub- 
clause 3 the amount payable on application and allotment on 
each share is to be together not less than five per cent. of the 
nominal amount of the share ; and by sub-clause 4, if these con- 
ditions are not complied with by the expiration of forty days after 


the first issue of the prospectus, all money received from applicants 
for shares is forthwith to be repaid at the joint and several risk of 
the directors. In accordance with the understanding arrived at at 
the previous meeting, an amendment was moved by Mr. Rrrcurz, 
and carried, that the section is not to apply to any allotment 
of shares subsequent to the first allotment of shares offered for 
public subscription. But the committee declined to accept 
amendments permitting the minimum subscription to be stated 
in the prospectus only, and increasing the amount payable on 
application and allotment to five percent. onapplication, and seven 
and a-half per cent. on allotment. An amendment requiring an 
interval of three days to be allowed between application and 
allotment, during which the intending subscriber might with- 
draw his application, was also negatived. A more serious point 
was raised on the proposal that, where the company does not 
go to allotment, the directors shall be personally responsible for 
the return of the subscribers’ money. In principle the proposal 
is sound, but it allows no exception for the case where the money 
has in the meantime been lost through no fault of the directors 
—where, for instance, it has been placed on deposit at a bank 
and the bank fails. Sir A. Hickman proposed accordingly to 
introduce qualifying words to the effect that the provision should 
only apply to directors who fail to take all reasonable steps to 
secure the safe custody of the money and its due return. The 
amendment was withdrawn, however, on the Attorney-General 
undertaking that the Government would consider the case of the 
failure of the bank. Clause 7 makes an allotment made in con- 
travention of the preceding provisions voidable, and gives the 
allottee a remedy against the directors subject to a limitation of 
one year from the date of the allotment. This introduces a new 
period of limitation for the liability of directors, and Mr. Rircnz 
romised that the matter should receive further consideration. 
n his motion, clause 8, which places restrictions on the com- 
mencement of business, and the exercise of borrowing powers, was 
rendered practicable by omitting the requirement that before the 
exercise of borrowing powers not less than three-fourths of 
the aggregate amount payable on application and allotment on 
all the shares allotted has been paid and received in cash by 
the company. This requirement, it is evident, would have 
prevented the simultaneous issue of debenture and share 
capital, and would have interfered very materially with the 
current practice on the bringing out of a new company. 





THE most noteworthy event at the meeting of the Grand 
Committee on Monday last was the admission of the President 
of the Board of Trade that section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, 
must be repealed. This repeal was recommended by Lord 
Davey’s Committee, and it was incorporated in the Companies 
Bill as originally brought in. “page A it was thought that 
the Companies Act, 1898, would be effective to remedy the in- 
justice caused by the section, but that measure, however urgently 
it may have been required for the purpose of dealing with existing 
cases, was no justification for the continuance of section 25 on 
the statute book. It is not very intelligible why in its more 
recent form the Companies Bill has been brought in with the 
omission of the repeal of the section. The Bill provides in 
clause 9 for the return to the registrar of such information as it 
was the object of section 25 to secure. It provides, that is, for 
a return to the registrar within seven days of the allotment of 
(a) the number and nominal value of the shares comprised in 
the allotment, the names, addresses, and occupations of the 
allottees, and the amount (if any) paid on each share ; and (4) the 
number and amount of shares allotted as fully or partly paid u 
otherwise than in cash, the extent to which they are paid up, an 
the consideration for which such shares have been allotted. If 
default is made in complying with this enactment,a fine is imposed 
on every director who is knowingly a to the default. The 
clause as it stands is superior in convenience to section 25—that is, 
it makes the required information more accessible than when it is 
contained only in a filed contract, and it imposes no penalty on 
the innocent allottee of the shares. It is to be regretted, how- 
ever, that while agreeing to the repeal of section 25, Mr. Rrroniz 
has induced the committee to accept an amendment providing 
for the filing with the registrar 4 the company of such a 
contract as has hitherto been filed under section 25. Apparently 
this amendment has been introduced solely in the interest of the 
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revenue, inasmuch as section 25 has been a valuable means of 
securing the due stamping of agreements for the sale of 
businesses to companies. This hardly forms a sufficient reason, 
however, for preserving section 25 under a new form, when by 
common consent the section in its original form must go. The 
revenue is entitled to no special facilities for securing the 
stamping of company contracts, and the relics of section 25 
ought not to be preserved for a collateral purpose of this kind. 
If the Government intend the reform of company law and 
nothing more, clause 9 of the Bill ought to be passed in its 
original form and section 25 repealed altogether. 





We orten hear of comparatively obscure persons being 
prosecuted and convicted for fortune-telling; but the police 
do not seem to trouble fortune-tellers who charge high fees, 
occupy expensive rooms, and find their dupes in the higher 
classes of society. Yet it is notorious that such persons flourish, 
and one has this week been brought to justice who was making 
an income that many a professional man would consider princely, 
but it seems to have been left to a private person to take 
proceedings against her. It is idle for fortune-tellers now- 
adays to attempt to defend themselves on the ground 
that they believe in their own arts. The Vagrancy Act 
makes punishable “every person pretending or professing 
to tell fortunes or using any subtle craft, means, or device 
by palmistry or otherwise to deceive or impose on any of 
her Majesty’s subjects.” Now, from Reg. v. Entwistle (1899, 1 
Q. B. 846) it appears that a person who, without any intent to 
deceive, pretends to tell the fortune of a person who knows that 
it is merely a game and is party to the pretence, is not guilty of 
an offence; but otherwise the intention to deceive is included 
in the words “pretending or. professing,” and it is not 
necessary that the intent should be specifically alleged. The 
case of Penny v. Hanson (35 W. R. 379, 18 Q. B. D. 478) 
is much stronger. It was contended for the accused in that 
case that no evidence had been given against him that he did 
not believe in what he professed to do. In answer, Denman, J., 
said: “In this case, res ipso loquitur. It is absurd to suggest 
that this man could have believed in his ability to predict the 
fortunes of another by knowing the bour or place of his birth 
and the aspect of the stars at such time. We do not live in 
times when any sane man believes in such a power.” And 
Martuew, J., said: ‘‘I am entirely of the same opinion.” But 
if it is absurd to think that the fortune-teller himself 
should believe in his own powers, it is unfortunately 
the fact that many persons of good position and education 
do believe in the powers of some of these adventurers. 
In the recent case it was said in court that the woman’s clients 
included persons of all sorts and conditions. ‘ Bishops” were 
expressly mentioned, but nothing was said about judges or 
police magistrates. It may be hoped, therefore, that none of 
these latter gentlemen have laid themselves open to the risk of 
being classed as insane by Maruew, J. At all events, as such 
persons do exist, it is clearly right that they should be protected 
from deception, even though it is due to some mental weakness 
on their own part that they are deceived. It is a crime for the 
fortune-teller to take advantage of this weakness, and that crime 
should be punished. 


In a CASE tried last week before Wricut, J., at the Lincoln 
Assizes, the prisoner was charged with rape, and in corrobora- 
tion of the girl’s otherwise uncorroborated story, the prosecution 
tendered in evidence a letter which the girl said she had written 
to her mother immediately after the alleged assault. The letter 
was posted four or five hours after the time at which the crime 
was said to have been committed, and presumably contained the 
girl’s account of what had happened. The judge refused to 
allow the letter to be put in evidence, on the ground that it was 
safer and fairer to the prisoner to exclude it. He did not, 
however, say that it was not admissible in strict law. In this 
course he followed the Lord Chief Justice in the case of Reg. v. 
Ingrey (64 J. P. 106), which was tried in February last at 
Bedford. In that case, on a similar indictment for an offence 
said to have been committed on a Saturday, the prosecution 


Tuesday, and claimed to be entitled to do so on the 
authority of Reg. v. Lillyman (44 W. R. 654; 1896, 1 Q. B. 167), 
In this case the Lord Chief Justice did not rule definitely that 
the letter was or was not admissible. He said that ‘when a 
complaint is made within a reasonable time, that statement could 
be given in evidence. It must be made within a ‘ reasonable 
time,’ and what was a ‘reasonable time’ was a question for the 
court, for upon it depended the admissibility or non-admissibility 
of the evidence.” The learned judge then said that, though he 
was not confident he was right in excluding the letter, it was the 
safer course not to put it in evidence. These cases shew what 
difficulty the judges have in applying the principle of Jeg. v. 
Lillyman. Of course the letter itself, or any complaint made by 
the woman, cannot be evidence of the facts therein alleged. The 
complaint can only be evidence to shew that the conduct of the 
woman was consistent with her story in the witness-box, nega- 
tiving her consent to what was done. This is clearly laid 
down in the judgment of the Court for Crown Cases 
Reserved. Now, it is notorious that many charges of 
assaults on women and girls are unfounded, and no jury will 
convict a man without some fairly strong corroboration. Oana 
complaint be any corroboration? It may be, if made at the 
earliest possible opportunity, when the woman is still fresh 
from the outrage and has had no time to recover from the 
immediate effects of the alleged violence. Except under such 
circumstances, however, to admit the terms of a complaint is to 
put a premium on trumped-up charges. Nothing (it is sun- 
mitted) could be more dangerous than to admit a letter under 
almost any circumstances. The writing of a letter must bea 
deliberate and considered act, and this element of deliberation 
ought alone to be sufficient to exclude the letter. Where no 
complaint is made immediately after the assault (as was the case 
in both the recent cases referred to), the writing of a letter 
containing a detailed account of the alleged crime will probably 
seem to most persons more consistent with an imaginary assault 
or a fabricated charge than with a true story. Anyhow, it must 
always be most dangerous to allow a letter of this sort to be 
read by a jury, for it is impossible to secure that a jury shall 
give to it only its proper weight. 





Tue DECISION of FarwE tt, J., in Attorney-General v. Barker 
(on the 11th inst.) involves no new point of law. It will, 
however, serve as a useful reminder to local authorities and 
those having dealings with them on two points—first, that a 
highway authority has no power to authorize an act which 
constitutes a nuisance or obstruction to a highway; and, 
secondly, that those who rely upon licences or grants from local 
bodies must be careful to see that these are embodied in duly- 
executed documents or formal resolutions. The claim in A¢torney- 
General v. Barker was for the removal of certain tram-lines 
laid across several highways in the West Riding of Yorkshire. | 
The evidence (as to horses being frightened by the trucks and 
engines and carriages and bicycles being jolted by the lines) was 
sufficient to establish the existence of a nuisance. The defendants 
pleaded the licence or authority of the county council as to one 
of the roads (being a main road) and of the district council as to 
another. As to the latter sanction, the only evidence was the 
statement of a witness that a resolution had been passed and a 
letter from the clerk to the — i, this yagi the — 
judge v roperly rejected altogether; the proper evidence 
2 sialon at : district council is a minute duly 
authenticated under the 10th rule of the Ist schedule to the 
Public Health Act, 1875, and nothing short of this ought to be 
received in legal p ings. The sanction of the county 
council rested on an ent which had been executed by the 
defendants but not by the council, and upon a resolution of their 
highways committee; it was not, however, shewn that the 
council had dispensed (as they have power to do under section 
2 of the Local Government Act, 1888) with the submission of 
the acts of this committee to themselves for approval. Even in 
these very informal sanctions the local authorities merely author- 
ized the laying of the lines across the highway “to the extent of 
their lawful powers.” Farwett, J., held that no such powers exist 
where the Act sanctioned is a nuisance to the highway, as he found 





desired to put in evidence a letter written on the following 





the tram-lines to bein the present case. Inso Fen 3 he decided 
nothing inconsistent with Hdgware Highway B v. Harrow 
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District Gas Co. (L. R. 10 Q. B, 92), in which it was held that 
the highway authority might lawfully sanction a temporary 
opening of a highway for the purpose of laying pipes. The 
decision was fully warranted by a series of authorities, of which 
Reg. v. Train (2 B. & 8. 640) is one of the most important. 





THE RIGHT OF PURCHASERS OF LAND TO 
ENFORCE RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS. 


THe decision of the Court of Appeal in Rogers v. Hosegood 
(reported elsewhere) clears up an important point on the extent to 
which the benefit of a restrictive covenant runs with the land in 
favour of which the restriction was imposed. In all questions 
relating to covenants running with the land it is necessary to 
draw a sharp line between covenants entered into by a lessee 
upon taking his lease, and covenants entered into by a purchaser 
on taking a conveyance of the land purchased. As between 
lessor and lessee the running of the burden of a covenant 
entered into by the lessee is determined by the rules in 
Spencer's case (5 Rep. 16a); while the running of the benefit 
depends on the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, and on section 10 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. Under the former statute it was 
necessary that a reversioner who claimed the benefit of the 
covenant should be strictly the assignee of the legal owner with 
whom the covenant was made. Hence, upon a lease by a mort- 
gagor and mortgagee, if the covenants were entered into with the 
mortgagor only, the benefit of them did not pass to assignees of 
the mortgagee: Webb v. Russell (8 T. R. 893). But this 
technical difficulty has been removed by the later statute, and 
now the benefit of the lessee’s covenants goes with the 
reversionary estate in the land and they are enforceable by the 
— entitled, subject to the term, to the income of the land 
eased. 

In the case of covenants entered into by a purchaser of land 
with a vendor who owns and retains other adjacent land, there 
are no definite rules such as those laid down in Spencer’s case, 
and there is no statute law to which recourse can be had. So 
far as regards the burden of the covenant, it seems that this 
never runs at law with the purchased land (Austerberry v. 
Corporation of Oldham, 29 Ch. D. 750), and such remedy as the 
vendor is entitled to is due entirely to the assistance of equity. 
According to Tuli v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774) the assignee of the 
purchased land is bound by the covenant, provided he has notice 
of it. ‘The question,” said Lord Corrznnam, C., “is not 
whether the covenant runs with the land, but whether a party 
shall be permitted to use the land in a manner inconsistent with 
the contract entered into by his vendor, and with notice of 
which he purchased.” And in accordance with this exposition 
of the doctrine it is settled that it applies only to the case of a 
restrictive covenant, and while an assignee will be restrained 
from any use of the land which is forbidden by the covenant, 
he will not be compelled to do any act upon the land, such as to 
lay out money in building: Haywood v. Brunswick Building 
Society (8 Q. B. D. 403). 

The meaning of the doctrine of covenants running with t’.« 
land on the ground of notice was discussed by Jzsszx, M.R., in 
London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (20 Ch. D., p. 
583), and he explained that the effect of notice is simply to 
prevent the assignee from sheltering himself under the legal 
estate—in other words, it is the original covenant which runs 
with the land in equity, and the assignee is not placed under a 
fresh obligation by reason of his taking with notice. The 
purchaser, ing to Sir Gzornce JzssEL, takes the estate 
subject to the equitable burden, with the qualification that, if 
he acquires the legal estate for value without notice, he is free 
from the burden. That qualification, however, he continued, 
does not affect the nature of the burden. The notice is required 
merely to avoid the effect of the legal estate, and does not create 
the right; and if the purchaser takes only an equitable estate, 
he subject to the burden, whether he has notice or not. 
This view of the doctrine has received the approval of the Court 
of Appeal in the present case of Rogers v. Hosegood. 

In ing with the running of the benefit of the covenant 
other i ions arise. That the benefit can run with 
the land is clear; but while the burden of a covenant touching 


the land is almost universally intended by the original covenant- 
ing parties to bind the land of the covenantor (so far as the law 
allows) into whosesoever hands it comes, the same cannot be said 
with equal certainty as to the devolution of the benefit of the 
covenant, and, in a case where the covenantee retains land and 
afterwards sells this land in separate parcels, it is not a matter 
of course that the benefit of the covenant should run with each 
of these Whether it will do so or no depends upon the 
intention of the covenanting parties, and hitherto it has been 
arguable that it depended also upon the intention of the purchaser 
from the covenantee of the particular parcel of land in question. 
In other words, he would not take the benefit of the covenant 
unless he knew of its existence and intended that such benefit 
should be included in his purchase. This has seemed to follow 
from part of the judgment of Hatt, V.C., in Renals v. Cowlishaw 
(26 W. R. 754, 9 Ch. D. 129) which has been frequently quoted 
with approval. The Vice-Chancellor, referring to the case of 
the various P ger anng under a common building scheme, said 
that where the court was satisfied that it was the intention that 
each one of the several purchasers should be bound by, and 
should, as against the others, have the benefit of the covenants 
entered into by each, then every one of them was entitled to the 
benefit of the covenant, and “this right—that is, the benefit of 
the covenant—enures to the assign of the first purchaser; in 
other words, runs with the land of such purchaser.” And then, 
leaving the case of a common building scheme, he continued : 
‘A purchaser may also be entitled to the benefit of a restrictive 
covenant entered into with his vendor by another or others 
where his vendor has contracted with him that he shall be the 
assign of it—that is, have the benefit of the covenant.” 

Is it, however, necessary that the assignee of the vendor, in 
order to obtain the benefit of the covenant, should know of its 
existence, and should stipulate to have it included in his 
purchase, or is it not possible for the covenant on its original 
creation to be so annexed to the land retained by the vendor as 
to pass with every part of such land upon any subsequent sale, 
although the won Ls has at the time no knowledge of it? 
This is the question which arose for decision in Rogers v. 
Hosegood, and the Court of Appeal (Lord Atversronz, M.R., and 
Riesy and Corus, L.JJ.), affirming the decision of Farwett, J. 
(48 W. R. 202), have pronounced in favour of the latter view. 

In May, 1869, the then Duke of Bedford purchased a plot of 
land at Kensington from Messrs. Cusirr & Co., and covenanted 
to erect thereon not more than one dwelling-house, which was 
to be used for a private residence only, and no trade or business 
was to be carried on there. The covenant was expressed to be 
intended to enure for the benefit of Messrs. Cunirr & Oo., 
‘‘ their heirs or assigns, or others claiming under them, to all or 
any of their lands adjoining or near to” the property pur- 
chased by the Duke of Bedford. In 1873 Sir Jonw Muruars 
bought adjoining property from Messrs. Ovsrrr, and built a 
house upon it, but the conveyance to him contained no express 
assignment of the benefit of the covenant entered into by the 
Duke of Bedford, and there was no evidence that he was aware 
of the covenant. In 1872 the Duke died, and to facilitate the 
sale by his devisees of the land subject to the restrictive 
covenant Messrs. Cusirr in 1876 executed a deed releasing it, 
so far as they could, from the part of the covenant relating to 
the number of houses to be built upon the property. The present 


owner, taking advantage of this release, proposed to put up 
a large bl of residential flats, but the trustees of Sir 
JoHN s’s will, in whom the land purchased by Sir Jony 


Mriials was vested, claimed to restrain this on the ground that 
they were entitled to the benefit of the covenant, and that the 
proposed erection would be a breach of it. 

Upon the form of the covenant it was clear that the covenant 
was not intended to be personal to Messrs. Ouerrr & Oo. or to 
enure only for the benefit of a purchaser of the whole of the 
land which they retained. The words, as already stated, 
expressly gave the benefit of the covenant to persons claiming 
under Messrs. Ousrrr & Oo. all or any of the property adjoining 
that sold to the Duke of Bedford. So far, then, as concerned the 

iginal contracting parties, the intention was to annex the 
benefit of the covenant to each part of the land retained by the 
covenantees. Did, then, such benefit, being once thus annexed, 
pass without more upon every subsequent conveyance of any 
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part of such land, or could it only pass when made the special 
subject of purchase by the purchaser of the land? As already 
stated, the judgment of Hatz, V.O., in Renals v. Cowlishaw 
(supra) suggests that the covenant must be the separate subject 
of purchase, but in that case there was no indication in the 
covenant itself that it was intended to be annexed to the land, 
and hence there was reason for the Vice-Chancellor emphasizing 
the view that the covenant itself must be assigned. Hesnhen, 
however, in his judgment he indicates that the case of the 
covenant being in the first instance annexed to the land was 
present to his miud. ‘‘In order,” he said, ‘‘to enable 
a purchaser as an assign (such purchaser not being an assign of 
all that the vendor retained when he executed the conveyance 
containing the covenants, and that conveyance not shewing that 
the benefit of the covenant was intended to enure for the time 
being for the benefit of each portion of the estate so retained, or 
of the portion of the estate of which the plaintiff is assign) to 
claim the benefit of a restrictive covenant, this at least must 
appear, that the assign acquired his property with the benefit of 
the covenant—that is, it must appear that the benefit of the 
covenant was part of the subject matter of the purchase.” 

On the present occasion the Court of Appeal were desirous of 
giving full weight to the judgment of Hatt, V.C., a judgment 
which was adopted by James and Baaeatray, L.JJ., on ap 
(11 Ch. D. 866), and the passage in the parenthesis enabled them 
to draw the necessary distinction between covenants the benefit 
of which is initially annexed to the land, so as to pass with 


the land and every part of it on subsequent conveyances, | ( 


and covenants which are not so annexed, and which therefore 
do not pass unless separately assigned. The authorities, said 
Cottins, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, 
“‘establish the proposition that, when the benefit has been 
once clearly annexed to one piece of land, it passes by assign- 
ment of that land, and may be said to run with it, as well in 
contemplation of equity as of law without proof of special 
bargain or representation on the assignment of it. In such 
a case it runs not because the conscience of either party is 
affected, but because the purchaser has bought something that 
inhered in or was annexed to the land bought.” It was 
necessary to emphasize the point that the benefit of the 
covenant runs in equity as well as at law, for the covenants 
with Messrs. Cunrrr & Oo., in the deed of 1869, were 
made with them when they were only mortgagors of 
the property, and hence in the present case the benefit of 
the covenant did not in strictness run at law with the land 
retained by them. But this objection was held not to prevent 
the running of the covenant in equity. “ That a Court of Equity,” 
said Oortins, L.J., “ would not regard such an objection as 
defeating the intention of the parties to the covenant is clear; 
and, therefore, when the covenant was clearly made for the 
benefit of certain land with a person who in the contemplation of 
such a court was the true owner of it, it would be regarded as 
annexed to and running with that land, just as it would have 
been at law but for the technical difficulty.” In the result, 
accordingly, it was held that the benefit of the covenant ran 
with the land in favour of Sir Jonn Mrxuats’s trustees, and 
since a breach was in contemplation they were entitled to an 
injunction. The examination of the law contained in the judg- 
ments of Farwett, J., and of the Court of Appeal will con- 
siderably simplify the subject of covenants running with the 








On Tuesday last, in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, the 
President, at the sitting of the court, said: ‘‘ Before commencing the 
business of the court, I wish to say that my attention has been called to a 
letter which has appeared in the Guardian newspaper, which in terms 
imputes to the reporters in this court that they are in the habit of taking 
money to suppress the-reports of proceedings here. I am extremely sorry 
that a paper of respectability, whatever may be the prejudices of its 
readers or writers on the subject of this court, should have given currency 
to statements which I believe to be equally reckless and ounded. The 
reporters in this court— some of whom are barristers, and all of whom are, 
I am sure, perfectly incapable of the conduct imputed to them—are 
naturally sensitive on this point, and I think it right to say, after what is 
now a lengthened experience of this court, I am perfectly convinced that 
such conduct could not have been pursued without my having some 
suspicion of it. I am equally convinced that no such conduct exists or has 
existed, and I think it is only due to the gentlemen who are reporters in 
this court to say this publicly on their behalf.” 


REVIEWS. 
CARRIAGE OF GOODS BY SEA. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO THE CARRIAGE OF GooDs 
By Sea. By Tomas GitpErtT Carver, M.A., Q.C. THIRD 
Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The great facilities now given in the High Court for the speedy 
trial of commercial causes have, no doubt, caused some increase 
in this class of business, and encouraged persons engaged in com- 
merce to bring their disputes to the proper tribunal for a 
them. This state of things makes a new edition of this stand 
work especially welcome. The book, which great literary 
merits, is a very clear and comprehensive, but at the same time 
concise, exposition of the law. It is divided into three parts. 
Part I. deals with the contract and includes an excellent account 
of the common law of carriers. Part II. treats of the voyage, 
including the loading. Part III. deals with the delivery, and herein 
of the important subject of stoppage in transitu. The learned 
author disagrees with the Court of Appeal as to its decision in the 
case of Cahn v. Pockett’s Bristol Channel Co. (Limited) (1899, 1 Q. B. 
643). That case, overruling the judgment of Mathew, J., 
decided that, where a seller forwards to the buyer a bill 
of lading indorsed in blank, together with a bill of 
exchange for the price of the goods to be accepted by the 
buyer; and the buyer, without accepting the draft, transfers the 
bill of lading to a person ‘who takes bond fide without notice; the 
seller has no right of stoppage in transitu as against the transferee. 
The decision is no doubt open to criticism, but probably the pro- 
fession on the whole will agree with the Court of Appeal. Anyhow 
apart from the construction of statutes) as the transferee of the bill 
of lading could not have known that it was delivered to the consignee 
conditionally, the mercantile world will probably applaud a decision 
which tends to make more secure the position of the bond fide buyer 
without notice. The book contains references to all the latest 
decisions and to a great many American decisions. As nine years 
have elapsed since the second edition saw the light, a very 5 ere 
number of new cases have had to be included, but the work has been 
done carefully and thoroughly. It is curious to compare the immense 
list of cases with the very small list of statutes which are referred to. 
This shews how very little Parliament has interfered in the making 
of our mercantile law. 





LAW OF ANIMALS. 


Tue LAw or ANIMALS: A TREATISE ON PROPERTY IN ANIMALS WILD 
AND DoMESTIC, AND THE RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES ARISING 
THEREFROM. By Joun H. Incuam, of the Philadelphia Bar. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


We have law books on horses and law books on dogs, but this 
seems to be the first work on the law of animals in general. Of 
course, the matter of this in ing volume may be found scattered 
through a great number of text books and reports, but until the 
reader has seen this book he probably has had but little idea of how 
much law there is which is peculiar to animals. 

Animals (where they are property at all) are personal property, and 
is applicable to them. This 


so the whole law of pro 
work, however, only deals with part of the law which relates 
distinctly to men and has grown up from the fact that they are 


living creatures, not inanimate chattels. The ‘author says, ‘‘ Just as 
the i of real property differs from that of personal property as 
dealing with what is immovable and indestructible, so the law of 
por wm 3 differs from that of inanimate property as dealing with powers 
of consciousness, volition, and reproduction, and liability to ss 
and death—a distinction far more significant in science an 
philosophy, however it may be in jurisprudence, than that existing in 
the former case.” inly the author’s treatment of his subject is 
most exhaustive, and the task he set before himself has been carried 
out with great skill and care. 

Almost every sentence in the book is authenticated by a reference 
to a decided case, and there are over 2,500 cases referred to. The 
vast majority of these are American decisions, but all the more 
important English cases are also given. The references to statute 
law are not so complete, and, as far as the game laws go, the 
statutory provisions of England and her colonies and of the various 
States of the author’s country are barely mentioned, having in each 
case merely local importance. 

A of this book will reveal many curious and interesting 
decisions. For example, it has been held in the United States that 
at a criminal trial po et is admissible to shew that a trained blood- 
hound has tracked the prisoner. We believe that this point has 
never been raised in an lish court, but if it could be shewn that 
the dog had been thoroughly trained and tested in tracking men, 





and that he followed the er from a point where the guil 
party must have been, probably the oldman % would be wd ee | 
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Any lawyer having to deal with a seemingly novel point of law 
jaeies an prs A will do well to consult this work. It will be 
strange if he cannot find in it some light upon his difficulty, and save 
a great deal of time into the bargain. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Landlord and Tenant. By Sipyzy Wnicut, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Frank P. Wilson; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Laws of Law. By T. Barty, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham 
Wilson. Price 1s. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
RECEIVERS OF ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Solicitors too numerous to mention for defrauding clients are 
being imprisoned, struck off the rolls, and suspended, but receivers 
of estates in Chancery who misappropriate funds in their hands may 
do so, it seems, with impunity. For if as officers of the court they 
make default in rendering to the court moneys they have received, 
they are not prosecuted. Is it because those who guarantee a 
receiver’s fidelity and make good his deficits are the only victims of his 
breach of trust ? 

If a solicitor pays the penalty of his misdoings, why should a 
defaulting receiver be unmolested because the ready money is forth- 
coming from others to make up for his unready money; this does 
not alter the fact of his unlawful act. Lex. 

July 9. 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— Referring to the letter in your issue of 7th inst. from Messrs 
Emmanuel, Round, & Nathan, may I be allowed to suggest that 
what they describe as a difficulty may be regarded as rather an 
advantage ” 

It is true that the purchaser, in order to acquire the legal estate in 
the last three days of the term, must register under the Land Transfer 
Act. If, however, he does not register, the equitable estate in these 
three days which he would acquire under the assignment, is quite 
sufficient to entitle him to require, on redemption of the mortgage, an 
assignment of the mortgage term. This assignment of the mortgage 
term, not being a ‘‘ conveyance on sale,” would not require to be 
registered and would pass the legal estate in that term to the 
purchaser. The fact that the purchaser’s estate in the outstanding 
three days would be an equitable estate would relieve him from 
liability to be sued by the lessor under the covenants of the lease. 
To this extent the equitable estate has the advantage, and otherwise 
it is good enough for practical purposes. H. J. M 

July 9. 





A WARNING TO SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 
Sir,—We venture to warn solicitors of the necessity for instructing 


client in a serious dilemma, and any solicitor in the habit of stamping 
deeds at Telegraph-street will be rendering us a great service if he 
will ascertain whether any deeds were sent to that office for stamping 
on his behalf on that day, and if so whether our missing conveyance 
(which is dated the 4th of July, 1900, and bears the name of 
Methven as purchaser) is amongst them. 
GERRISH & FosTER. 
26, College-street, College-hill, E.C., July 11. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MATHEWS AND ANOTHER v. USHER AND OTHERS. No.1. 6th July. 


MortGaGor AND MortGackE—Leas—E—Breacu or CovENANT—F 0RFEITURE— 
Ricur to SvEe ror Possgsston—Jupicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 
66), s. 25, suB-sEcTION 5. 

Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Ridley, J., at the trial 
of the action without a jury. The action was brought to recover 

ssession of certain premises upon the ground that there had 
es a breach of covenant to repair. The question raised in this 
case was whether an equitable owner of the reversion could bring 
an action to recover possession of premises, the lease having been 
made prior to the passing of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Un the 
10th of March, 1819, Severn granted a lease of certain premises to 
one Everard for eighty-one years, subject to a rental of £36 per annum. 

In this lease there was a covenant by the lessee, his executors, administra- 

tors, and assigns, to repair the premises and keep them in repair, and there 

was also a proviso that on breach of any of the covenants contained in the 
lease the lessor, his heirs and assigns, should have power tore-enter. On the 
8th of November, 1878, Severn’s heir and successor, J. P. Severn, conveyed the 
premises to Eastman and bis heirs subject to the said lease, and on the same date 
Eastman mortgaged in feeaimple the reversion e tanton the determination 
of the lease to the said J. P. Severn. On the 9th of November, 1878, East- 
man assigned his equity of redemption in the said reversion to one Sheffield. 
fn August, 1886, Sheffield mortgaged his equity of redemption in the said 
reversion to one Gaitskell, and in July, 1887, he gave a third mortgage to 
the plaintiffs, who, since such date, received the rents and profits. In 
January, 1891, an order of foreclosure was made in respect of Sheffield’s 
interest in the said premises, and the plaintiffs became entitled to the 
equity of redemption. In July, 1898, the plaintiffs served notice under 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and brought an action to recover 
possession of the premises. The defendants contended that only the legal 
owner of the reversion hada right tosue. Ridley, J., gave judgment for the 

plaintiffs on the ground that they were entitled to sue by virtue of section 25, 

sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1873. The defendants now appealed. 

Section 25, sub-section 5, provides as follows: ‘‘ A mortgagor, entitled 

for the time being to the possession or receipt of the rents aud protits of 

any land as to which no notice of his intention to take possession or to 
enter into the receipt of the rents and profits thercof shall have been given 
by the mor , may sue for such possession or for the recovery of such 
rents or profits, or to prevent or recover damages in respect of any trespass 
or other wrong relative thereto, in his own name only, unless the cause of 
action arises upon a lease or other contract made by him jointly with any 
other person.’’ On behalf of the appellants it was contended that the 
plaintiffs were not entitled to sue. Section 25, sub-section 5. did not give 
them any right todo so. The right of re-entry was only given to the 
lessor, his heirs and assigns. The plaintiffs were only the owners of the 
equity of redemption ; they were not the legal owners of the reversion. 


The following cases were referred to during the arguments: Municipal 


Permanent Investment Building Society v. Smith (87 W. R. 42, 22 Q. B. D. 70), 


their clerks attending to stamp deeds at the Inland Revenue Office to | Fairclough v. Marshall (27 W. R. 145, 4 Ex. D. 37), Gentle v. Faulkner (ante, 
closely scrutinize, whilst waiting for the return of their deeds, any | p. 483; 1900, 2 Q. B. 267), Trent v. Hunt (1 W. RB. 481, 9 Ex. 14), Heath 
documents handed out by the officials to others who may be waiting at | v. Pugh (29 W. R. 904,6Q B. D. 345). 


the same time. 


Tue Court (A. L. Swarx, VavucHan Witu1Ams, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed 


On Thursday last, the 5th inst., between 1 and 1.30 p.m., a clerk | the appeal 


from our office attended at the Stamp Office in Telegraph-street, E.C., 
and there presented a conveyance for stamping. Immediately after- 

three or four parchments were handed in by someone else, by 
whom our clerk believes a duty of £23 10s. was paid. These parch- 


A. L. Surru, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the plaintiffs were only 


the owners of the equity of redemption, they were not the ‘‘ assigns ’’ men- 
tioned in the proviso contained in the lease reserving the right of re-entry on 
breach of any of the covenants therein contained. They were merely the 
mortgagors. The word ‘‘assigns’’ meant legal assigns (vide Gentle v. Fuulkner). 


ments were in due course returned by the official, and our cierk not | gection 25, sub-section 5, of tie Judicature Act, 1873, did not givethe plaintiff 
rat 4 P P P . ° ’ - % 1@e ’ piaintiits 
receiving his deed inquired for it, only to be informed by the official | the right to sue for ejectment for forfeiture on breach of + dete in the 
« few minutes later that he could not find it, and could only suggest | lease. ‘The lease had not been forfeited, and the plaintiffs were therefore 
that he had handed it out by mistake amongst the three or four | not entitled to possession. Section 25, sub-section 5, did not apply to this 
parchments above referred to. case. That sub-section only meant that a mortgagor who was entitled for 
As the conveyance has not yet been returned, we can only fear that | the time being to the possession of the land was in a positiun to sue for 
the deeds in which it was folded have been placed in the safe without | such possession, and that a mortgagor who was entitled gor the time being 
and may there remain for an indefinite period, and that | to the receipt of the rents and profits of the premises was able to sue for 


when referred to at some future time our missing deed may simply be 
put aside as relating to someone else’s matter or some forgotten 
business without further inquiry. 


such rents and profits. The plaintiffs did not stand in the shoes of the 
mortgagee, because at the time the action was brought the mortgagee had 
not put himself in the position to claim possession by giving notice under 
the Conveyancing Act of 1881. The defendants were therefore entitled to 


We presume that such accidents are not of frequent occurrence judgment, and tue appeal ought to be allowed. 


either at this office or at Somerset House, but the fact that they are 


Vaucuan Wiu1aMs and Romer, L.JJ., also gave judgment to the same 


possible suggest the necessity for the greatest care on the part of the | effect. Appeal allowed —Counsex, R. M. Bray, Q.C., and Brooke Little ; 
Officials, who should be forbidden from taking any deeds from a | Dickens, Q.C., and H. Tindal Atkinson. Souscitons, Peacock § Goddard ; 


second person until they have returned any previously received. 


Hudson, Matthews, § Co. 





It iseunnecessary to add that the loss of the deed places us and our 


[Reported by EB. G. Srittwe1, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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IREDALE AND ANOTHER v. CHINA TRADERS’ INSURANCE CO. (LIM.). 
No. 1. 2ist and 22nd June; 3rd July. 


Surp—GenzeraL Avernace—Loss or Fareicar. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Bigham, J. (48 W. R. 48). 
The action was by shipowners upon a policy of marine insurance by which 
the defendants underwrote for the plaintiffs the chartered freight of coals, 
valued at £1,650, upon a voyage from Cardiff to Esquimalt in the plain- 
tiffs’ ship Lodore, and the insured against were “loss by fire and all 
other perils, losses, and misfortunes that have or shall come to the hurt, 
detriment, or damage of the aforesaid freight.’’ The following is the 

statement of facts: 1. The —_— own the iron ship Lodore, 
and by charter, dated the 10th of Feb , 1897, chartered her to load 
coals at Oardiff for Esquimalt at 19s. 9d. per ton delivered. By a policy, 
dated the 3rd of March, 1897, they insured the chartered ht there- 
under, valued at £1,650, with the defendants, against (inter alia) loss by fire 
and all other perils, losses, and misfortunes that have or shall come to the 
hurt, detriment, or damage of the aforesaid freight. 2. Zhe Lodore pro- 
ceeded to Cardiff and there loaded a full cargo of coals, and sailed on the 
29th of March, 1897, on the insured voyage. On the 26th of May, 1897, 
the coals began to heat, and the master decided, for the safety of the 
ship, freight, and cargo, to jettison cargo and to bear up for the River 
Plate. About forty tons were jettisoned, and The Lodore subsequently 
anchored in Buenos Ayres Roads on the 29th of May, 1897. Between that 
date and the 25th of June, 1897, cargo was from time to time disc 
and various surveys were held upon the coals, and it was found that the 
coals continued hot and would heat still further if the voyage was pro- 
ceeded with. Accordingly, on the 25th of June, 1897, the coals were 
condemned, and were ultimately sold. The vessel abandoned her voyage 
to Esquimalt and returned to the United Kingdom with another cargo, 
and the chartered freight was totally lost. 3. It was necessary for the 
safety of the whole adventure for the vessel to rr into Buenos A 
as aforesaid, and it was reasonably certain that, if she had contin on 
her direct voyage, the temperature of the coal would have continued to 
rise until spontaneous combustion ensued, and that, had she so continued 
her voyage, the ship and cargo would have been destroyed by fire before 
reaching Esquimalt. When and while she was at Buenos Ayres, the ship 
and her cargo, both the portion landed and the portion remaining on 
board, were in safety, but after she reached Buenos Ayres no of the 
cargo could have been reloaded and (or) carried with safety to uimalt 
in the same or another bottom, and it was all necesserily and properly 
sold at Buenos Ayres. 4. The policy and cherter-party, the protest, 
dated the 11th of August, 1897, and the average statement, dated the 15th 
of March, 1898, with the survey rte as therein set out, may be referred 
to as parts of this special case. 5. This action, in the defence to which 
all underwriters interested similarly to the defendants concur, is defended 
to test the question whether by way of set-off and deduction from the 
total loss on the policy, which is admitted, the defendants are entitled to 
have the said loss of freight made good in general average to any and what 
extent, and to deduct the contribution to the same ailing on the plaintiffs 
as shipowners from the amount due on the policy. 6. It is not intended 
to allege or rely on improper condition of cargo as a defence to any claim 
there may be. 7. The court is to have power to draw all 
inferences of fact, and the parties agree to leave the adjustment of figures, 
on such principle as may be laid down, to an average adjuster. Bigham, 
J., held that tne freight had not been sacrificed under such circumstances 
as to make the loss the subject of general average contribution. The 
defendants now appealed. 

Tae Court (A. L. Surrx, VavcHan Witiiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
reserved judgment. 

July 4.—A. L. Smrrx, L.J., read the judgment of the court, and 
in doing so said: It is not disputed by the defendants that the 
chartered freight was lost by reason of the perils insured against within 
the meaning of the policy (The Knight of St. Michael, 46 W. K. 396 ; 1898, 
P. 30), and that for this loss the defendants are liable to the plaintiffs. 
But the defendants contend that upon the facts of this case there has 
been a general average loss which 1s the subject of a general average 
contribution payable by the plaintiffs, and that for the amount of this 
contribution the defendants are entitled to have credit given to them when 
they pay to the plaintiffs the amount recoverab'e under the policy. The 
question argued before us is whether as regards the coal, upon the delivery 
of which at Esquimalt the freight would have become payable, there has 
been a general average sacrifice which would form the subject of a gencral 
average contribution. It has long since been established that to constitute 
a general average loss so as to be the subject of a general average contri- 
bution two things at least must co-exist—(a) there must be an intentional 
sacrifice of part of the ship or c » or a voluntary expenditure for 
the benefit of the ship and cargo; (4) that such sacrifice or expenditure 
must be made at a time when a common danger to ship and cargo 
existed, for when the common danger has ceased, there can be 
no sacrifice or expenditure that can be the subject of a general 
average contribution. Bowen, L.J., in Svensden v. Wallace (18 Q B.D. 
69, at p. 84), thus expresses himself as to what constitutes a general 
average sacrifice. He says: “It is essential at the outset to 
bear in mind two things—the nature of every general average sacri- 
fice, and the object of every general average contribution. A general 
average sacrifice is an extraordinary sacrifice voluntarily made in the hour 
of peril for the common preservation of ship and cargo. - The 
sacrifice’? must be ‘‘ made for the common safety in a time of danger.” 
What we have to consider is whether there has been a general average 
sacrifice of cargo, 8o as to be the subject of a ores ave contribution 
by the owner of a ship and freight. It is said by the defendants that there 
was a general average sacrifice of the coal when the ship turned off her course 





and bore up to the River Plate, followed, as it was, by an abandonment of 
the voyage after the arrived at Buenos Ayres. The admitted facts 
are that upon the 26th of May, 1897, when the ship was on her voyage from 
Cardiff to Esquimalt the coals began to heat the master decided “‘ for 
the safety of the ship, freight, and cargo to bear up for the River Plate.”” I 
do not doubt that the up under the circumstances above mentioned 
for the River Plate was a general average act, which would have given rise to 
@ general average contribution if, in consequence of such act, any expenses 
or loss to the cargo were thereby occasioned. But no question of expenses 
arises, for none were incurred, and there was no loss to the cargo thereby 
occasioned. No part of the cargo was in fact sacrificed, and a fortiori 
there was no general average sacrifice so as to be the subject of a general 
average contribution. Mr. Carver argued that the voyage was abandoned 
when the captain decided to bear up for the River Plate, but in my 
judgment it clearly was not. The master bore up for the River Plate and 
went into Buenos Ayres for the purpose, if ible, of continuing the 
voyage after he had got the cargo in order. He did not bear up for the 
River Plate for the purpose of abando: the voyage. The admission is 
that ‘‘ when and while the ship was at Buenos Ayres the ship and her 
cargo were in safety.’’ The sale of the cargo, which in my opinion 
constituted the abandonment of the voyage, was not a general ave 
sacrifice which forms the subject of a general average contribution, for the 
common r had ceased, and the ship and cargo had then been in 
safety for about a month. I am of opinion that there has been no 
general average sacrifice in this case, and consequently the right to a 
general average contribution never arose, and this appeal must be 
dismissed with costs. A dismissed.—CounsgL, Carver, Q.C., and 
Serutton ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and J. A. Hamilton. So.icrrors, Field 
Roscoe, § Co., for Batesons, Warr, § Wimshurst, Liverpool; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool. 
(Reported by E. G. Srituws.1, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ROGERS v. HOSEGOOD. No.2. 2Iist June ; 5th July. 


Venpor AND PurcHaser—Restrictive Oovenants—Covenant RvuNNING 
WITH THE Lanp—INTENTION—UsER—REsTRICTION ON NuMBER or HovsEs 
—Private DwgLLinc-HovusEs—REstDENTIAL Fats. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 48 W. R. 
202). The action was brought by the trustees of the will of the late Sir 
John Millais, as owners of property in Palace-gate, and by W. R. Rogers, 
the owner of adjoining property, for the purpose of enforcing restrictive 
covenants the defendant, who is now the owner of the property 
known as Thorney-house, and pro to build a large block of residen 
flats - on it. On the 31st of May, 1869, the then Duke of Bedford purchased a 

lot of land, which formed part of the p y to which the action related, 
a Messrs. Cubitt & Co., and covenanted to erect thereon not more than 
one m , or Gwelling-house, which was to be used for a private 
residence only, and no trade or business was to be carried on there. Sub- 
sequently, on the 31st of July in the same year, he purchased an adjoin- 
ing plot upon similar conditions, except that there was no express restric- 
tion as to the number of houses to be built upon it. These covenants were 
expressed to be intended “to enure for the benefit of ’’ Messrs. Cubitt & 
Co., “their heirs and assigns, or others claiming under them to all 
orany of their lands adjoining or near to” the property purchased 
by the duke. The duke subsequently purchased another adjoining plot, 
with to which no restrictive covenants were entered into. Sir John 
Millais ht his in Palace-gate from Messrs. Cubitt in 1873 
and built a house upon it. The conveyance to him contained no express 
ent of the benefit of the covenant entered into by the Duke of 
ord. The conveyance contained a recital of one of the conveyances to 
the duke, but did not in any way refer to the restrictive covenant therein. 
In 1872 the Duke of Bedford died, and Messrs. Cubitt in 1876 executed a 
deed releasing his successor, so far as they could, from the covenant 
relating to the number of houses to be built on the property. The plaintiff 
Rogers, who was one of the firm of Cubitt & Uo., and consequently one of 
the original covenantees, purchased other property in Palace-gate from the 
firm after the date of this release, The defendant purchased from the 
duke’s devisees. Farwell, J., held that the trustees of Sir John Millais 
were entitled to the benefit of the restrictive covenant, and could enforce 
it against the defendant, and that the erection of a block of flats would be 
a breach of the covenant not to erect more than one house on the land. 
His lordship accordingly granted an injunction in favour of the trustees as 
against the defendant. But his lordship held that the plaintiff Rogers, 
having joined in releasing the covenant, could not now eaforce it. The 
action was dismissed as Rogers. The defendant appealed ; and 
gave a cross-notice of appeal. 

Tue Court (Lord ALvgerstong, M.R., and Riesy and Cottrs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal, but allowed the cross-appeal. 

CoLLins, L J., read the following judgment of the court: This case 
raises questions of some difficulty, but we are of opinion that the decision 
of Farwell, J., ought to be affirmed. No difficulty arises as to the burden of 
the covenants. "The defendant is the assignee of the covenantor in respect 
of the two plots of land conveyed in the conveyances of the 3lst of May and 
the 3lst of July, 1869, and he took with notice of the covenants now sought 
to be enforced. We also accept Farwell, J.’s, conclusion that the buildings 
which the defendant poses to erect will involve a breach of these 
covenants. The only difficulty arises on the question whether the benefit 
of the covenants has passed to the = of Sir John Millais, as owners 
of the plot purchased by him on the 25th of March, 1872, there being no 
evidence that he knew of these covenants when he bought. But by 
express declaration on the face of the conveyances of 1869, the benefit of 
the two covenants in question was intended for all or any of the vendor's 
lands near to or adjoining the plot sold, including, therefore, the land 
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acquired by Sir John Millais, and that they touched or concerned that land 
within the meaning of those words so as to run with the land at law we do 
not doubt. Therefore, but for a technical difficulty, which was not raised 
before Farwell, J., we should agree with him t+ the benefit of the 
covenants in question passed to Sir John Millais by the conveyance of the 
land which he bought in 1872. A difficulty, however, arises from the 
fact that these covenants in the deeds of 1869 were made with 
the mortgagors only, and, therefore, in contemplation of law, 
were made with a stranger to the land (Webs v. Russell, 
3 T. R. 393), to which, therefore, the benefit did not become 
annexed. That a court of equity, however, would not regard 
such an objection as defeating the intention of the parties to the 
covenant is clear; and, therefore, when the covenant was clearly 
made for the benefit of certain land with a person who in the con- 
templation of such a court was the true owner of it, it would be regarded 
as annexed to and running with that land, just as it would have been at 
law but for the technical difficulty. The cases of Renals v. Cowlishaw 
(26 W. R. 754, 9 Ch. D. 325), London and South-Western Railway v. Gomm 
(30 W. R. 620, 20 Ch. D. 562), and Child v. Douglas (2 W. R. 461, Kay 560) 
are authorities for the proposition that, when the benefit has been once 
clearly annexed to one piece of land it passes by assignment of that land, 
and may be said to run with it, as well in contemplation of equity as of 
law without proof of special bargain or representation on the assignment 
ofit. In such a case it runs, not because the conscience of either party is 
affected, but because the purchaser has bought something that inhered in 
or was annexed to the land bought. This is the reason why in dealing 
with the burden the purchaser’s conscience is not affected by notice of 
covenants which were part of the original in on the first sale, but 
were merely personal and collateral, while it is affected by notice of those 
that touch and concern the land. The covenant must be one that is 
capable of running with the land before the question of the purchaser’s 
conscience and the equity affecting it can come into discussion. When, as 
in Renals v. Cowlishaw, there is no indication in the original conveyance, or 
in the circumstances attending it, that the burden of the restrictive 
covenant is imposed for the benefit of the lands reserved, or any particular 
part thereof, then it becomes necessary to examine the circumstances 
under which any part of the land reserved is sold, in order to see 
whether a benefit, not originally annexed to it, has become annexed 
to it on the sale so that the purchaser is deemed to have bought 
it with the land, and this can hardly be the case where the 
purchaser did not know of the existence of the restrictive covenant. 
But when, as here, it has once been annexed to the land reserved, 
then it is not necessary to spell an intention out of surrounding 
facts, such as the existence of a building scheme, and the presumption 
must be that it passes on a sale of that land, unless there is some- 
thing to rebut it, and the purchaser’s ignorance of the existence of 
the covenant does not rebut the presumption. We find nothing in the 
conveyance to Sir John Millais inconsistent with the intention to pass to 
him the benefit already annexed to the land sold to him. We are of 
opinion, therefore, that Sir John Millais’ assigns are entitled to enforce 
the restrictive covenant against the defendants, and that his a l must 
be dismissed. Then as to Mr. Rogers’ cross-appeal. Farwell, J., dis- 
missed the action so far as Rogers is concerned on the ground that, asa 
party to the release given in 1876, he could not complain of the erection of 
several dwelling-houses, and he did not consider that the proposed building 
would be a violation of the covenant that any house to be erected on the 
land should be used only as a private residence. We are of opinion, how- 
ever, that such a block of flats as is proposed to be erected would involve 
a breach of this covenant. Though it is certainly not one messuage or 
dwelling-house only adapted for and used as a private residence, neither 
does it seem to us to constitute several dwelling-houses adapted for and 
used as private residences only within the meaning of the covenant in 
question. We think residential flats involving the use of a public 
entrance and staircase, do not answer the description of private residences 
contemplated by the words quoted. The covenant must, we think, be 
construed in an ordinary or popular, and not in a legal or technical sense ; 
and we do not think residential flats come within the popular description 
of the class of buildings it was intended to permit. The cross-appeal 
must therefore be allowed.—CovunseL, Warmington, Q.C., Hughes, QC., 
and Allen ; Haldane, Q.C., and Christopher James. Soutcrrons, Parker ¢ 
Thomas ; Stibbard, Gibson, & Co. 
[Reported by J. I. Srtniive, Barrister-at-Law. 1 


Re GRAINGER. DAWSON v. HIGGINS. No. 2. 18th and 19th June; 
5th July. 


Wuu—Consrravucrion—Apmission or Exrrmsitc Parot Evipence To 
Expiain INTEenTIon. 


By his will dated the 3lst of May, 1895, the late Monsignor John 
Grainger, after appointing his executor, and after giving a number of 
general legacies amounting in all to acum of between eleven and twelve 
thousand pounds, gave and bequeathed “all the residue and remainder of 
the sum of £9,187 lent on mortgage to Sir John Lawson . . . and of the 
sum of £4,000 lent on mortgage to Mrs. Eliza Kirk . . . after 
payment of my just debts and funeral expenses and the expenses of 
proving this my will” to certain Canons Regular of the Lateran. It 
appeared that at the time of his making this will the testator possessed 
only the two mortgage debts in question, a certain freehold church and 
presbytery, which he specifically devised, and a sum of £145 at his 
bank; but he subsequently acquired, on the death of his mother, a 
further sum of about £10,000, which was still in his possession 
at the time of his death. The testator died, and his will was 
proved on the 26th of January, 1899. A question having arisen as to 


referred to were payable out of the two mortgage debts of £9,187 and 


£4,000 respectively, or out of the subsequently-acquired sum of £10,000, 
an originating summons was taken out by the executor for the determina. 
tion of this and other questions. On the 7th of November, 1899, Stirling, 
J., decided (inter alia) that, acco to the true construction of the will, 
and in the events which had occ the said sum of £10,000 was liable 
for the payment of the legacies given by the said will in exoneration of the 
two several mortgage debts already mentioned. From this decision the 
general legatees now appealed. 

Tur Court (Lord Atversronz, M.R., and Cotums, L.J.; Riasy, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, M.R.—I am unable to adopt the view of Stirling, J., 
as to the meaning of the words “all the residue and remainder” in con- 
nection with the two sums of £9,187 and £4,000 given by this will. I 
think that those words form part of, and must be read in connection with, 
the preceding list of legacies. And I think again that the words “‘ after 
payment of my just debts,’’ &c., are not intended to define the mode in 
which all the ‘‘ residue and remainder” of the said two sums is to be 
arrived at, but are intended to indicate that this ‘‘residue and 
remainder,” after payment of the legacies, was still further to 
be reduced by payment of these debts. If this is not the meaning 
of the clause ‘it is at any rate ambiguous, and we are then 
entitled, on the authority of the cases collected in Wigram on Extrinsic 
Evidence (Jarman, 4th ed.), pp. 422 et seg., to know what was the position of 
the testator at the time he made his will. Admitting this evidence I find 
myself confirmed in the view already taken. 

Riesy, L.J.—A distinction must be drawn between extrinsic evidence 
simply explanatory of the words themselves and evidence to prove intention 
itself as an independent fact (Wigram (3rd ed.), pl. 10). It has never 
been contended that a will bearing a definite construction ought to have 
another different construction imposed upon it, though I do not say 
that, as a point of fact, that has never been done. But all 
such instances must be attributed to an unconscious and 
illegitimate yielding to the almost necessary bias in favour 
of a_ partic intention indicated or suggested by extrinsic 
facts as distinguished from their merely explanatory effect. The 
danger of such bias has been frequently adverted to—e.g., in Fonnereau 
v. Poyntz (1 Bro. 0. O. 472) and Colpoys v. Colpoys (Jac. 451). Judicial 
persuasion, however, not individual belief, ought to govern the case; 
Barksdale v. Gilliat (1 Swan. 562). The first question here, then, as in 
similar cases, is whether the will, on the face of it, is or is not ambiguous. 
Now it is important to notice that there is not a syllable to shew 
that the legacies are demonstrative. Further on we have a gift of 
the residue of certain mortgage debts ‘‘ after payment of my just debts 
and funeral expenses,’’ &c. The expression ‘residue and remainder” 
is therefore fully and exhaustively accounted for and explained. [If 
nothing had been known extrinsically as to the amount of the 
residue, I venture to think that such a construction as that now 
contended for by the appellants would never have been put forward. 
Greville v. Browne (7 W. B. 673, 7 H. L. 689), and other similar cases, were 
cited as shewing that these general legacies were payable out of the 
mortgage-moneys because they are given earlier in the will. But all those 
cases are fundamentally different from this: Hl/iot v. Dearsley (29 W. RB. 
494, 16 Ch. D. 322). 

Cottins, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect as Lord 
Alverstone, M.R.—OounsgL, Theobald, Q.C., and Fischer Wi!/ams ; Upjohn, 
Q.C., and Northcote; Ingpen, Q.0.; Jenkins, Q.C., and W. M. Cann. 
Soxricrrors, Collyer § Davis ; Blount, Lynch, § Petre; Withalis § Belton. 
{Reported by J. E. Monzis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVIES v. THOMAS. No. 2. 28th June. 


Venpor AND PurcuaseR—Sa.e or Leasenoips Sussscr to Trust For 
Conversion—Unparp PurcHASE-MONEY—VENDOR’s LIEN—PERSONALTY 
Lunatic not so Founp—Regcervine Ornper—Ruicuts or Turrp Parties— 
Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5), s. 116. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Bruce, J. Under the will of 
W. Edmunds, Edward Lewis was entitled to a share of the proceeds of 
sale of some leasehold houses which were to be sold by the trustees of the 
will after the death of a tenant for life. In 1890 and 1891 Edward Lewis 
mortgaged his share under the will to the plaintiff to secure £250 and 
interest. In January, 1894, the plaintiff under his statutory power of sale 
sold this mortgaged share to David Lewis, who was the plaintiff’s solicitor, 
for £500, and on the 15th of August, 1894, the plaintiff executed an 
assignment of the share to David Lewis absolutely in consideration of 
£500 expressed to be paid by him. The tenant for life died in 
1894, and the trust for sale had therefore arisen at the date of 
the assignment. David Lewis was also solicitor to the trustees 
of the will, and they thus had constructive notice of the assign- 
ment through him. The £500 was not in fact paid by David Lewis, but 
he accounted to the plaintiff for £294 18s. 1ld., the amount due on the 
mortgage. The balance of £205 1s. 1d. was not paid to the mortgagor, 
as it ought to have been, but was misappropriated by David Lewis, and 
the plaintiff was compelled to pay that sum to the mortgagor out of his 
own pocket. In 1895 the leasehold property was soid by the trustees of 
the will, and there was in their hands the sum of £570 9s. 8d. representing 
the share of Edward Lewis. On the 21st of February, 1898, David Lewis 
became of unsound mind, but was notso found. On the 13th of May, 1898, 
on the ez parte application of his wife, the Master in Lunacy, under 
section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, made an order authorizing the 
wife (inter alia), in the name of the lunatic, and on his behalf, to 
receive and give a disc for all sums of money due to him. 
On the 29tt of July, 1899, another order was made by the master authoriz- 
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from the trustees of the will the above-mentioned sum of £570 9s. 8d. in 
their hands. On the 4th of January, 1899, this action was brought against 
the trustees of the will and the lunatic (by his wife as guardian), ing 
a declaration that the plaintiff was entitled to a lien on the £570 9s. 8d. 
in respect of the £205 1s. 1d., the balance of purchase-money unpaid by 
the lunatic. Bruce, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to the lien. 
An appeal was presented on behalf of the lunatic. 

Tur Court (Lord Atverstong, M.R., and Riesy and Coins, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, M.R.—The first question is, What are the rights of 
the plaintiff? In my opinion he is in the position of an unpaid vendor and 
is entitled to a lien on the property, unless something has happened to 
to deprive him of that lien. At the time of the sale the property was 
leasehold and at the date of the assignment to the purchaser it was still 
leasehold, though the tenant for life having died in the meantime, there 
was a duty on the trustees to convert. But evenif the purchaser could 
only claim to receive a share of a sum of money on the realization of the 
leaseholds, I think the vendor would be entitled to have his lien. The cases 
of Collins v. Collins (31 B. 346) and Albert Life Insurance Co., Ex parte 
Western Life Assurance Society (19 W. R. 321, 11 Eq. 164) seem to shew that 
the principle of a vendor’s lien in 2 of real property has been 
employed in respect of other property. think in the present case the 
principle of a vendor’s lien will apply, and that the plaintiff was entitled to 
alien on the property in the hands of the trustees which was sold to the 
defendant. Then do the subsequent transactions deprive him of that right ? 
I think it would be going too far to say that the rendering of the accounts 
by David Lewis, the solicitor who had notice of all the circumstances, 
deprived the plaintiff of any rights which he had. Then we have been 

to adopt the view that the orders in Lunacy either discharged the 
property from the lien or prevent the plaintiff from enforcing it. That 
the court intended to deal with rights against the lunatic’s property 
cannot be suggested. I think the effect of an order under section 116 of 
the Lunacy Act is to give power to get in the property of the lunatic, and 
nothing else. If there exist rights against that property, the order does 
not affect those rights. Such an order enables the person appointed by it 
to do that which the lunatic would have done if he had been sane, and it 
is impossible to say that it affects the rights of third parties. The defend- 
ant says that the effect of a receiving order is to deprive a person of a valid 
right which he has, enforceable against Roe. and we have been pressed 
with Re Winkle (42 W. R. 513; 1894, 2 Ch. 519), but that case is explained 
in Re Clarke (46 W. R. 337; 1898, 1 Ch. 336), and I think it clear that the 
court in Re Winkle never meant to decide anything of the kind. Ames v. 
Trustees of Birkenhead Docks (20 Beav. 332) does not apply to the case of a 
receiver ———— to collect the property of a lunatic. I come, therefore, 
to the conclusion that neither of the orders in Lunacy would override the 
lien = the plaintiff possessed. The order of Bruce, J., must be 


Riesy and Couiims, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
OounseL, R. Rowlands ; Upjohn, Q.C., and Bailhache ; Brynmor Jones, Q.C. 
Soxicrrors, Wrentmore § Sons, for Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd ; Metcalfe ¢ 
Sharpe, for T. S. Edwards, Newport (Mon.); W. R. Davies, Pontypridd. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriaurna, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re WENHAM, Fx parte BATTAMS. No. 2. 29th June. 


Banxruptcy—PracticE—PartTNERSHIP—JUDGMENT AGAINST PARTNERSHIP 
—DissoLtuTion or PartnersHip—Banxrvuptcy Notice ADDRESSED TO 
DissoLveD PARTNERSHIP—PetiTion AGAtnstT Late Partners SEPARATELY 
—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 4 (1) (a), 115, 148— 
Bankruptcy Ruugs, rr. 136, 262—R. 8. O. XLVIIIa. 


Appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court (Wright and Darling, 
JJ.), given on the 14th of May, 1900 (ante, p. 468). e debtor, John 
Wenham, and his brother T. R. Wenham formerly traded in partnership 
under the style of ‘‘ Wenham Brothers,’ as butchers at Woking and else- 
where, down to the 18th of November, 1899, when the partnership was 
dissolved by an order of the Chancery Division. On the 8th of December 
the petitioning creditors, Battams & Co., issued a writ against ‘‘ Wenham 
Brothers’’ for goods supplied to the firm during the currency of the 
a. This writ was personally served on both John and T. R. 

enham, but they entered no appearance, and allowed judgment to go by 
default on the 30th of December. On the 8th of January Battams & Co, 
issued a bankruptcy notice founded on the judgment, and addressed to 
“Wenham Brothers.’”? This notice was served personally on both the 
brothers on the 9th of January. Neither of them complied with its 
requirements, and on the 30th of Jan Battams & Co. presented 
separate petitions against each of the brothers Wenham in his own name, 
alleging, as the act of bankruptcy relied on, their poe ea non-compliance 
With the requirements of the bankruptcy notice addressed to ‘‘ Wenham 
Brothers.’? The petition came on for hearing on the 20th of March, 
when T. R. Wenham consented to a receiving order being made 
against him; but John Wenham took the objection that he had not 
committed any act of bankruptcy by non-compliance with a bankruptcy 
notice addressed to ‘‘ Wenham Brothers.’’ The registrar of the county 
court of Guildford accordingly dismissed the petition ; but the decision 
Was reversed by the Divisional Court on the 14th of May. From this 
latrer decision John Wenham now appealed; and it was argued on his 
behalf that the petition could only Ge pesvanted against him under the 
terms of section 115 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. ‘hose terms had not 
been complied with, having regard to the terms of rule 262 of the Bank- 
Tuptcy Rules: Re Foung (30 W. R. 330, 19 Ch. D. 124), Re Howes, Ex parte 
Hughes (40 W. R. 647; 1892, 2 Q. B. 628), Re Collier, Ex parte Dan Rylands 
(8 Morr. 80). It was wrong to say that the defect was cured by 











order 48a of the Rules of the = ery Court. Bankruptcy was governed 
by a code of its own, and the Rules of the Supreme Court did not apply : 
Re Gyll, Ex parte The Board of Trade (837 W. R. 164, 5 Morr. 273). On the 
other hand it was contended, on behalf of the creditors, that the proceed- 
ings were good within the conditions laid down by section 4 (1) (g) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Moreover, any formal defect was covered by 
section 143 of the same statute. Jackson v. Litchfield (30 W. R. 531, 8 
Q. B. D. 474) and Re Id (35 W. R. 20, 17 Q. B. D. 755) were distinguish- 
able. A number of cases collected in Lindley’s Partnership, in a note 
on p. 217 (5th ed., 1888), ¢.g., Ex parte Williams (11 Ves. 3), Crawshay v. 
Collins (15 Ves. 227), and Butchart v. Dresser (4 De G. M. & G. 542), shewed 
that the dissolution of a partnership could not get rid of obligations 
incurred during its continuance. The principle was codified by section 38 
of the Partnership Act, 1890. 


Tue Oovrt (Lord Atverstonz, M.R, Ricsy 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, M.R.—For myself, I have no doubt that thes® 
proceedings are strictly in order in accordance with section 115. I think 
that the words of that section, ‘‘ being partners,’”’ are intended to mean 
“being partners for the purposes of the liability sought to be enforced.’’ 
From such liability no dissolution is able to set them free. It is said, how- 
ever, that this view is impossible in the face of rule 262. In my opinion, 
that rule does not support that argument, nor can it cut down the liability 
arising under section 115. I ought to call attention to rule 136, which 
lays it down that a baukruptcy notice shall be in accordance with Form 36 
in the Appendix. If you turn to that form you will notice that it is 
addressed to ‘‘ A. B. [or A. B. & Co.].”” I cannot see how it can be said 
that that variation was not contemplated by the rules. I think there is no 
substance in the objection taken; and [ think, too, that in this case 
amendment is anyhow possible under section 143. 


Ricsy, L.J.—I am unable to see any technical. objection to these pro- 
ceedings when the matter is well considered. Rule 48a merely recognizes a 
well-known principle of equity, and constitutes an application of that 
principle for the purposes of the High Court. But the principle itself, 
though not the rule, is equally applicable in bankruptcy. 


Couns, L.J.—I am not so clear on the question of the technical objection. 
I think there is a real technical difficulty. Bankruptcy has a code entirely 
of its own ; and it provides certain machinery in section 115 for making 
partners bankrupt. That machinery, whether or not by some oversight, 
seems to contemplate taking this kind of proceedings against partners only 
during the continuance of the partnership. It seems to be putting some 
slight strain on the section to apply it to those who have ouce been, but 
are no longer, partners. I think, however, that the case is covered by 
section 143 ; and using that section against John Wenham will do him no 
substantial injustice.—Counssi, Cooper Willis and Tyndal Davies ; George 
Wallace and H. C. Davenport. Soutcrrors, Mann § Crimp; H. J. V. 


Philpott. 
[Reported by J. E. Monnis, Barrister-at-Law. } 


RICE v. NOAKES. No. 2. 27th June. 


Morreace—Tizp Hovse—Oovenant to Buy Begsr From Morrcacrrs— 
Ciocemse Equity or REDEMPTION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J. (reported 48 
W. R. 110). ‘The plaintiff in October, 1897, purchased properry at 
Camberwell, including a public-house known as the King’s Arms, held 
upon lease for a term expiring at Christmas, 1923. Tne defendants, 
Noakes & Co. (Limited), brewers, who had a mortgage on the property, 
released their cecurity in order to enable Messrs. Nicholson, the second 
mortgagees, to sell to the plaintiff for £6,800. ‘The plaintiff only found a 
small portion of the purchase-money, the defendants, the brewers, 
advancing £4,850 on a first mortgage, dated the 7th of October, 1897. 
The proviso for redemption declared that, if the plaintiff should, 
either on demand by the defendants left at the demised messuage, 
or without such demand, pay to them all such principal moneys and 
interest as were respectively mentioned in the covenant for payment there- 
inafter contained, and as should then be due on that security, then the 
defendants would, at the request and cost of tue plaintiff, surrender or 
reconvey the premises to the plaintiff or as he should direct, and (after 
attorning tenant at a peppercorn rent if demanded) the plaintiff 
covenanted with the defendants that he would on demand pay to them the 
said principal sum and interest at 5 per cent. until ent, and all such 
further sums as should be due from the plaintiff, as well for money 
advanced to or for the uce of the plaintiff or paid on his behalf as therein 
mentioned, or on any other account or otherwise howsoever, with interest 
at the rate aforesaid, as also for goods sold and delivered by the defendants 
to the plaintiff. The deed contained the following provision: ‘ And for 
the considerations aforesaid the mortgagor, so as to charge the premises 
. . «+ hereby demised, into whosesoever ion the same may come, 
whether by act of the party or by operation of law or by any other ways or 
means however, and to the further intent that the obligation of this cove- 
nant may run with the land, doth hereby covenant with the company that 
the mortgagor shall not, nor will at time during the continuance of tue 
term aforesaid, and whether any ipal moneys or interest shall or 
shall not be owing upon the security of these presents, use or sell, or permit 
to be used or sold, in, upon, or about the said demised premises, any malt 
liquors except such as 6 be bond fide purchased by the mortgagor of the 
company. And, further, that, if and whenever there shall be a breach of 
the said covenant, he, the mortgagor, shall and will pay to the company 
the sum of £1,000 as and for ascertained liquidated damages for each such 
breach, and will sell all such malt liquors pure, unadulterated, 
and unmixed, and of the like strength, character, and quality 
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in all respects as the same shall be supplied to him.’”? The deed also 
declared that the words ‘‘the mortgagor” and ‘‘ the company,” except 


when otherwise controlled by the context, should, throughout the deed, 
include all persons deriving title under them respectively. The plaintiff 
was willing to pay off all money due to the defendants under the mort- 
gage, and required them, on payment being made, to reconvey the lease- 

old property to him, and to release him from the covenant by which the 
house purported to be ‘‘ tied” to the defendants during the whole 
currency of the lease, or to transfer the mortgage to him and assign the 
benefit of the covenant. The defendants were willing to reconvey or 
transfer, but not to release or assign the covenant, and the present action 
was brought to obtain a declaration that the plaintiff was entitled not only 
to reconveyance or transfer, but also to a release or assignment of the 
covenant. COozens-Hardy, J., held that “‘ the ‘tie,’ though perfectly valid 
during the continuance of the security, cannot be maintained when all 
moneys due upon the security have been paid off,’’ and that, on payment 
of all moneys due, the plaintiff was entitled to have a reconveyance of the 
property, or to a transfer of the security, free in either case from the 
**tie.” The defendants appealed. 


Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstonz, M.R., Ricpy and Coiums, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 


Lord Atverstonz, M.R.—The mortgage deed in this case is a mortgage 
of a house not subject to any “‘tie.”” The effect of the covenant is to tie 
the house to the defendants up to the end of the term in 1923. The 
question is whether that covenant can stand. Speaking for myself, it 
seems to me impossible to say that the doctrine that the equity of redemp- 
tion of a mortgage must not be clogged is one which can be disregarded 
by this court or which has disappeared. Indeed the defendants did not 
mainly rely on this ground, but contended that the covenant was not a 
clog on the equity. But for the purposes of my judgment I will read the 
rule as stated by Lord Bowen in Marguis of Northampton v. Pollock (39 
W. R. 66, 45 Ch. D. 190): ‘* Whenever a transaction is in reality one of 
mortgagé, equity regards the mortgaged property as security only for 
money, and will permit of no attempt to clog, fetter, or impede the 
borrower’s right to redeem and to rescue what was, and still remains, in 
equity his own.’’ I could not hope to express the proposition more clearly. 
I understand it to mean that a mortgagor is entitled to have back what he 
mortgaged, and that anything which tends to prevent his getting back 
what he mortgaged when the obligation is fulfilled will not be allowed as 
clogging the equity. The language of Lord Bowen was approved 
by the House of Lords when the same case was before them under the 
title of Salt v. Marquis of Northampton (40 W. R. 529; 1892, A. OC. 1), and 
it is important to observe that in that case no doubt was thrown on the 
doctrine, and the only question was whether the rule applied under the 
peculiar circumstances of the case. I therefore approach this case from 
the point of view that the rule still applies. Now is this covenant a clog 
on the equity of redemption or not? I should think this, apart from 
authority, a covenant which would run with the land, but in any event, if 
it is held binding, for a period of twenty years, the owner of the house is 
bound to obtain his beer not in the best market, but from his mortgagees. 
It seems to me impossible to eay that that is not a stipulation which 
diminishes the property which was originally mortgaged, and which is to 
be reconveyed on the payment of the mortgage. It is something which 
prevents the mortgagor getting back that which was his own. That being 
80, apart from any alteration of the rule, I should have thought the case 
fairly clear. But it is said that class of recent decisions ending with 
Santley v. Wilde (48 W. R. 90; 1899, 2 Ch. 474) shew that this covenant 
must be regarded not as a clog on the equity of redemption, but as a 
collateral stipulation. Of these decisions, Mainland v. Upjohn (37 W. R. 
411,41 Ch. D. 126) and Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 
307) are easily distinguishable from the present case. Santley v. Wilde 
is more difficult, and if that case had decided that such a covenant 
as this did not clog the equity of redemption, of course we 
should be bound by it. Speaking for myself, I do not think I 
should have come to the conclusion which was arrived at in Santley 
v. Wilde without difficulty, but for the purposes of to-day we have 
only to see that we are not departing from any rule laid down in 
that case. It does not, however, seem to me that Santley v. Wilde does 
depart from the principle recognized in Salt v. Marquis of Northampton. In 
Santley v. Wilde the lessee of a theatre borrowed £2,000 on the security of 
a mortgage of the lease, and by the mortgage deed she covenanted to repay 
the £2,000 by twenty quarterly instalments, and also to pay to the 
mortgagee one-third of the net profits of the theatre during the whole of 
the term of the lease, which was four years longer than the time fixed for 
repayment of the £2,000, and the property was to be redeemable only on 
payment of the £2,000 and interest, and all other moneys covenanted to be 
paid. It is clear from the judgments in that case that the court construed 
that contract as a contract that the property should be charged for a period 
of ten years, with an obligation to pay the share of the profits as well as 
the principal debt. If that be so it is clear that there was no intention to 
do away with the principle that the equity of redemption must not be 

ed. It must also be observed that in Santley v. Wilde the court 
dec that they were following Biggs v. Hoddinott, and this was pointed 
out by Cozens-Hardy, J., in his judgment in the present case. In my 
opinion Santley v. Wilde affords no ground for saying that a covenant such 
as this does not infringe the principle which was recognized in Salt v. 
Marquis of Northampton. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Riesy and Corims, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
Counsen, Haldane, Q C., Eve, Q.C., and Stanley Fisher ; Astbury, Q.C., and 
Beaumont. So.sicrrons, Fishers ; Sandilands & Co. 


(Reported by J. lL. Sriztixe, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
MARSHALL & CO. v. BULL AND PETTY. Byme, J. 5th July. 


CoryricHi—Inreincement—Licence To Use Copynricut ror a Loorg 
Purposse—Oorynricut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45). 


This was an action against Messrs. Bull & Sons, drapers, and Mesers, 
Petty & Sons, a firm of “fashion printers,’ claiming an injunction 
to restrain the said defendants from the reproduction and sale of 
certain illustrations, and the delivery up of the blocks. The facts 
of the case were as follow: The plaintiffs, who were manufac. 
turers of mantles and other articles of clothing, in 1898 published g 
catalogue of newest designs for the winter season of that year, containing 
twelve illustrations. Messrs. Evans & Williams, who were customers of 
the plaintiffs, received a copy of the catalogue, and the plaintiffs, at 
their request, supplied them with nine electro blocks of illustrations 
at 4s. 6d. each. Evans & Williams sent the blocks to Petty & Som 
for production in Evans & Williams’ catalogue, and it was stated 
that Petty & Sons purchased the blocks from them. Petty & Son 
subsequently hl for Bull & Sons a fashions catalogue containing 
eight illustrations from the blocks, but with different names. The plain- 
tiffs thereupon registered the catalogue containing the twelve designs under 
the Copyright Act, 1842, and commenced the action. The action as between 
the plaintiffs and Bull & Sons was stayed on terms. It was submitted on 
behalf of the defendants Petty & Sons that registration under the 
Copyright Act, 1842, instead of under the Fine Arts Copyright Act, 1862, 
was not sufficient. 

Byryg, J., held that the defendants Petty & Sons had only licence to 
use the blocks for the particular purpose for which they were assigned to 
them, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction and to delivery 
up of the blocks.—Covunset, Warmington, Q.C., Rowden, Q.O., EB. 8. Ford; 
Bray, Q.C., Willis Bund, and G. F. Hart; Levitt, Q.U., and Serutton, 
Souicrtors, Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle; Rooke § Sons. 

[Reportéd by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BRIGHT v. RIVER PLATE CONSTRUCTION CO. (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 
3rd July. 
Empioyep sy So.iciror 
DISQUALIFICATION. 


An agreement was entered into in August, 1899, between the River Plate 
Construction Co. (Limited), Messrs. Capel, stockbrokers, and the plaintiff 
Bright, relative to certain tramway concessions in Buenos Ayres. Under 
the agreement, all matters in dispute were to be referred to the sole 
arbitration of Mr. K., a barrister, or of some person nominated by him. On 
the 13th of June the question whether an action brought by one of the 
parties to the arbitration should be allowed to proceed was raised by 4 
motion, and the motion was dealt with on the assumption that the arbitra- 
tion should go on. Several sppointments before K. followed. The 
plaintiff now moved to restrain further proceedings before the arbitrator, 
on the ground that K. was a gentleman at the bar who had constantly 
been employed by the solicitors for the River Plate Construction Oo. and 
it was necessary for him as arbitrator to review the conduct of 4 
representative of these solicitors. No charges whatsoever were made 
against K. When he was originally named it was perfectly well known 
to plaintiff's solicitors that K. was habitually employed by the solicitors of 
the River Plate Construction Co., but the plaintiffs were told that he hed 
not been employed in this particular matter. K. now declined to act 
further as arbitrator, but for the purpose of costs the judge’s decision was 
taken whether or not the motion was proper. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., stated the facts and proceeded : It is suggested that 
Mr. K. has close connection with defendants’ solicitors as counsel. It is 
important to remember that it is not alleged that Mr. K. is unfit or 
biassed. He was chosen with the consent of both parties. I must adopt 
the decisions laid down in Eckersley v. Mersey Docks and Harbour Board 
(1894, 2 Q. B. 667, 43 W. R. Dig. 8) and in Jackson v. Barry Railway (. 
(1893, 1 Ch, 238, 41 W. R. Dig. 6). I must refuse the motion, and refuse 
it with costs.—CounsgL, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., and Ward Coldridge; 
Eve, Q.C., Hume Williams, Q.0., and MacSwinney ; Micklem, Q.C., and 
Methold. Soxicrrors, Bennett § Co. ; Norton, Rose, Norton, § Oo. ; Gedgt, 
Kirby, & Millett. 


ARBITRATOR—COUNSEL FoR One Party— 


[Reported by J. H. Davis, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re GREAVES’ SETTLED ESTATES. JONES v. GREAVES. Farwell, J. 
(Manchester District Registry). 23rd June. 


Srrict SerrLemMent—Porrtions Term—Invrants— MAINTENANCE. 


Originating summons. By a settlement made in 1888 real estate was 
settled and limited to the use that M., the wife of B., should receive (if she 
survived A. and B.) a rentcharge of £800 per angum during widowhood, 
with remainder to the use of A. for life, remainder to uses to secure certall 
other rentcharges, remainder to the use of B. for life, remainder to the us 
of trustees for a term of years commencing on the death of the second life 
tenant, remainder to the use of his first and other sons successively in tail, 
with remainders over. The trusts of the term were to raise and pay by 
sale or mortgage of the estates or out of the rents and profits portions 
amounting to £10,000 for the younger children of the second tenant for 
life—sons at twenty-one and —— at twenty-one or marriage. 
The trustees were also appoin trustees for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts and of the Oonveyancing Act, 1882, 5. 4 
There were no provisions for the maintenance of younger childres 
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pefore the portions became vested. The second tenant for life came into 

jon and died in 1897, leaving three infant children, the eldest of 
whom became the first tenant in tail. The summons asked whether the 
trustees were entitled to apply any and what amount of the income of the 
gettled property for the benefit of the two younger children during their 
minority. For the tenant in tail it was contended that as the portions 
were not payable until twenty-one or marriage the infants were only con- 
tingently entitled, and therefore no interest could be applied for their 
maintenance in the meantime. 


Farwett, J.—I think the rule given in Mr. Lewin’s book on trusts is 
accurate. It is to be found at p. 472 of the 10th edition, and is as follows : 
“Whether portions are made payable at a certain age or not they are so 
far contingent as not to be raisable but to sink into the land where the 
children do not live to want their portions—that is, where the children, 
being sons, do not attain twenty-one, or being daughters, do not attain 
that age or marry; but, on the other hand, they are so far considered 
yested as to carry with them such a rate of interest or such allowance as 
the court may deem necessary for the reasonable maintenance of the 
children.’’ I think, under the circumstances, 3 per cent. on the portions 
js areasonable sum to allow for the maintenance and education of the 
children.—CovtnseL, Clarkson; A. R. Gaddum; Heckscher. Soxicrrors, 
Cunliffe § Greg, Manchester. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszr1x, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WREXHAM, MOLD, AND CONNAH’S QUAY RAILWAY CO. Farwell, J., 
for Stirling, J. 20th June. 


Ramway Company—Recerver or UNDERTAKING—ACTION FoR DamacE— 
Execurion—RaiLway Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), s. 4. 


Application for an order to the receiver of the undertaking of a railway 
company to psy a sum of £63 17s. 2d. for damages and costs decreed 

inst them in a county court action on account of injury done 
by the deficient condition of their works. It was argued on behalf 
of the judgment creditor that this was either a ‘‘ working expense ” 
or an ‘‘other proper outgoing’ within the meaning of the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867. The railway company had neglected to pay 
for the proper repair of their works, whereby the damage in question 
had been caused, and the present expenses must be taken to be in 
substitution for such costs. In Re Eastern and Midlands Railway Co. (45 
Ch. D. 367, at p. 385) Kay, J., had indicated that in bis opinion “‘ working 
expenses and other proper outgoings”’’ included only those without pay- 
ment of which the business of the company would not be carried on, but 
this definition had not been fully accepted by the Court of Appeal in 
another case relating to the company in question in the present case: Re 
Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay Railway Co. (1900, 1 Ch. 261, at p. 270). 
In any case, even if this definition were correct, no company could carry 
on its business if traders found they could not obtain proper compensation 
for damage done to their goods. It could never have been intended by 
the Legislature that a railway company which could not pay its debts 
should be kept alive at the expense of the public. It was the intention of 
the Act to protect the creditors of the company as well as the public: Re 
Eastern and Midlands Railway Co. 


Farwe., J., without calling on counsel for the company, said: This is 
a question of rome novelty and some difficulty. A gentleman who has 
obtained judgment against the company and the receiver for dam 
caused by negligence in the repair of a wall seeks priority for the amount 
of his judgment under section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867. 
The reason for the passing of this Act has been stated by Kay, J., and 
other judges ; by the former in Re Eastern and Midlands Railway Co., at 
p. 378, as follows: ‘*It was passed for the purpose of enabling a judg- 
ment creditor who had obtained judgment against a railway company to 
have a remedy that should not of necessity put a stop to the working of 
the railway.’’ For this purpose the rolling stock of the company is pro- 
tected aguinst seizure, and the court is empowered to appoint a receiver 
and manager of the company’s undertaking. The Court of Appeal has 
disapproved of the suggestion that the expression ‘‘other proper outgoings ”’ 
added nothing to ‘t working expenses.”? The principle has been well laid 
down by the [rish Vice-Chancellor in Re Navan and Kingscourt Railwoy Cv., 
17 L. R. Ir. 398, at p. 405, where he says: ‘‘ The Act plainly intended tbat 
expenses such as common sense will shew to have been for the working 
of the railway and for the outgoings necessary to enable it to do its service 
to the public efficiently should be paid in the first place, and all the 
surplus applied to payment of all the debts of the company properly so 
called according 1o their respective rights and pricrities to be ascertained 
by the court.”’ It has been argued for the company that if this order is 
not made the debt will not be paid at all; but this is not the question ; 
it is only one ot priority as between this judgment creditor and other 
creditors of the company. I have ulready expressed my view as to the 
Treason of the Act, aud 1 see no reason why a creditor for a claim arising 
out of negligence should have priority over other creditors. It has also 
been argucd that if railway companies do not pay such claims as this they 
may as well retire from busiuers, because no one will employ them. That 
may be so, but this Act was passed to provide agamst the physical 
impossibility of their carrying on business owing to the seizure of their 
tolling stock, and not against the moral improbability of their being able 
to do so because no one willemploy them. As regards the costs of the 
action, they have also become a judgment debt, and no difference can be 
made between them avd the damages. Application dismissed with costs.— 
Oounsen, ion. J. W. Mansfield; M. L. Romer. Soxicrrors, Wynne, 
Holmes, § Wynne, tor Forshaw § Hau kins, Liverpool ; Cunliffes $ Davenport, 
for Lingards, Manchester. 

Reported by J. F. Ise is, Barrister-at-Law. } 








High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SCOTT & HORTON v. ERNEST. Bigham, J. 9th July. 


Srock Excuance—Deravuttinc Broker—Broxker’s OLIENT AND JOBBER— 
Parviry or Contracr—Mzasure or Damaces. 


Commercial cause tried by Bigham, J., without a jury. The plaintiffs 
were jobbers on the London Stock Exchange and sought to recover £348 
damages from the defendant for his failure to take delivery of certain 
shares bought on his behalf from the plaintiffs by one Hemmerde, a broker 
on the Stock Exchange. The shares , on the defendant’s instructions, 
been carried over from time to time, and at the mid-December account 
they were again carried over to the end of the December account. 
On the 14th of December Hemmerde was declared a defaulter. The 
plaintiffs having ascertained that the defendant was the client for 
whom the shares had been bought, asked him for a ‘“‘name,”’ and 
on his refusing to furnish one or recognize the plaintiffs in the 
transaction they sold the shares in the market, and, the price having 
fallen, claimed the difference from the defendant. The contracts entered 
into with the plaintiffs related eolely to the defendant’s shares, and the 
question as to privity of contract in these circumstances between the 
jobber and the client of a broker in default has been recently decided 
adversely to the present defendant’s contention by Mathew, J., in 
Anderson v. Beard (5 Com. Cas. 261), and Levite ¢ Thornton v. Hamblet (16 
Times L. R. 636), following the dictum of Kennedy, J., in Beckhusen § Gibbs 
v. Hamblet (5 Com. Cas. 217). This point was therefore not argued, neither was 
the question as to the measure of damages, that point also having been dealt 
with in the previous cases. A point, however, was taken on behalf of the 
defendant which had not been raised in any of the other cases. It turned 
on the provisions of rule 71 of the rules and regulations of the Stock 
Exchange, which directs that “‘ buying-in or selling-out must be effected 
publicly by the secretary to the committee for general purposes, or by the 
clerks of the house in their respective markets, who shall trace the trans- 
action to the responsible party and claim the difference thereon.’’ The 
defendant contended that the sale of the shares having been made by the 
plaintiffs in the market, and not as provided by the rule in question, the 

laintiffs could not recover in this action. Healso said that on the 15th of 

ecember he had given Hemmerde notice to close the transaction. 

Bicuam, J., beld that privity of contract existed between the plaintiffs 
and the defendant, and the plaintiffs’ remedy under the circumstances 
was to sell the shares on the market in the ordinary way for the very best 
possible price. Without deciding the question, he expressed it as his 
opinion rule 71 was intended to apply only to transactions between 
members of the London Stock Exchange, and did not refer to cases where 
a member of the outside public was brought into direct relation with 
jobbers by reason of the failure of the broker employed. Judgment was 
therefore entered for the plaintiffs for the amount claimed, with costs.— 
CounseL, Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., and G. A. H. Branson; Herbert Reed, Q.C., 
and F. G. Thomas. Souicrrors, Spyer § Sons ; Ashley, Lumby, § Co. 

[Reported by Eesxive Rep, Barrister-at-Law.! 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re BORN. CURNOCK pv. BORN. Farwell, J., for Stirling, J. 20th June. 


Souicrtor’s Lien—Funp 1x Court—Curent a Company 1n Liqurpation— 
CHARGING ORDER. 


Application by a solicitor for an order charging his costs of establishing 
his client’s right to be paid out of the estate of a deceased debtor upon 
the amount recovered, which was a fund in court. The client was the 
Jobannesburg Mining and General Syndicate, which was in liquidation. 
It appeared that in June, 1897, the managing director locked up the office 
and went to South Africa, and since then no business had been done. On 
behalf of the liquidator of the company 1t was argued that the solicitor was 
not entitled to a lien within section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860 
(23 & 24 Vict. c. 127), because he had not been employed either 
**to prosecute or to defend any suit.’’ The court bad a discretion 
to make the order or not, and this was a case where the discretion 
should not be exercised in favour of the solicitor. This was stated 
by Bowen, L.J , in Greer v. Young (31 W. R 930, 24 Ch. D. 545), 
and was approved by the Court of Appeal in Re Humphreys (46 W. R. 322 ; 
1898, 1 Q. B. 520, at p. 526). The claim had been brought in and the 
order made on it in 1897, but no attempt had been made to claim a lien 
on the fund until the 19th of March of this year. The property of the 
company was in equity the property of the creditors ; and delay in claim- 
ing the lien might put an end to it: Roche v. Roche (29L R. Ir. 339). 
‘The claim was in the nature of a claim for salvage; hence the principles 
of maritime salvage applied. In Zhe Europa (Br. & Lush. 89) it was 
held that a claim for salvage must be prosecuted with reasonable 
diligence. ‘The common law lien had been superseded by a statutory one ; 
and the statute was not applicable to windivg-up cases. Like the 
solivitor’s general lien on documents, this rigat was overridden by the 
winding up. If a creditor had issued execution on the fund the lien 
would be gone pro éanto. The result of making the order in this case 
would be that the official receiver would not be able to distribute any 
funds of a company in winding up without taxing the bills of all 
solicitors who had been at any time employed by the company. 
The lien was in the nature of an execution, and therefore void in the 
winding up by section 163 of the Companies act, 1862. 

Farws t, J., without hearing counsel for the solicitor in reply, said : 
This is an application in a tor’s administration action for a charging 
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order on a fund recovered on behalf of the Johannesburg Mining and 
General Syndicate by a solicitor ; the fund is still in court in the action. 
It is urged on behalf of the company that the jurisdiction is a discretionary 
: I agree that this is so. The court has, therefore, to exercise 
ts discretion by considering whether it will make the orderor not. The 
first reason which is urged why it should not do so is the delay which has 
occurred. The delay of two and a-half years appears to me immaterial in 
a case where, as here, the company has ceased to do business since June, 
1897, when the managing director left the country, and no rights can 
since have accrued. The reason why delay may be material is that new 
rights may have been interposed; but that is impossible in this case. 
It has been urged that the statute has abrogated the old common 
law lien; but the contrary is decided in Haynes v. Cooper (33 Beav. 
431). This is an application under the Act to give effect to the 
statutory right. It appears to me material to consider whether I am 
doing more than to enable the solicitor to give effect to the right which he 
clearly has to have his costs paid out of the fund which he has recovered. 
The case is like that of creditors who have to allow the costs of the 
liquidator in realizing before payment of the amount of their debts. All 
I am asked to do is to give effect to the statutory rights. I therefore 
make theorder. It is said that this is equivalent to an execution, and that 
it is therefore void in a winding up under section 163 of the Companies 
Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89). I do not think this is so. A common 
law lien given to a solicitor is merely another way of doing what the client 
himself would have done. The order will be made as asked; the costs of 
obtaining it to be added to the charge,—Counsret, Maugham; W. H. 
Cozens-Hardy. Souicrrors, Edwin Andrew; White § Wattson ; J. W. Browne. 
[Reported by J. F. Ise.ry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

We conclude our extracts from the report of the Council : 

Estate Duty on Land Sold Under a Trust or Power of Sale.—For some years 
after the passing of the Finance Act, 1894, the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue adoptea the view that in the event of real estate to which the 
Act applied being sold under a trust or power of sale, estate duty attached 
to the proceeds of sale in exoneration of the land, and they declined in 
such cases to grant a certificate of discharge under section 11 of the Act 
Towards the end of last year the Council’s attention was called to the 
fact that the commissioners had completely altered their view, and 
correspondence ensued which led to a meeting with the chairman 
of the Board of Inland Revenue, at which it was arranged that a 
letter should be written to the society for publication, stating 
that where a purchase of real estate from trustees acting under a 
trust or power of sale had been completed on the faith of an assurance 
from the commissioners that the charge of estate duty followed the 
purchase-money, there was no intention of receding from the position then 
taken up, and that the view that the charge of duty does not shift was not 
to be taken as retrospective, or as cancelling any assurance previously 
given in a contrary sense. The letter was dated the 17th of November, 
1899, and though it was satisfactory as far as it went, the Council felt that 
the charge of duty both on the land and the proceeds of sale created 
an unnecessary difficulty in dealing with land which should be removed. 
They expressed this view to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and 
were invited by him to submit instances in which the new practice 
had caused inconvenience. So short a time had elapsed since the 
alteration of practice, that naturally the Council were unable, notwith- 
stauding the assistance given by the provincial law societies, to submit 
many instances, but such as they were able to collect clearly supported 
the Council’s contention. Before an answer had been received from the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Finance Bill was introduced, and as it 
did not deal witn the question under discussion, the Council communi- 
cated with Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., and he gave notice of an amendment 
in the following terms: ‘* When real property has been or shall be sold 
under a trust or power of sale, the rateable part of the estate duty 
mentioned in section 9 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, shall be deemed 
to have been and shall be charged on the proceeds of sale of such 
property in exoneration of the property sold, and a bond fide pur- 
chaser of sucn property shall not be bound to see to the pay- 
ment of such duty, nor be liable for the non-payment thereof.” 
The provincial law societies then brought the matter to the attention 
of their local Members of Parliament, and asked them to support Sir 
A. K. Rollit’s amendment. Before, however, the amendment was 
reached, the Chancellor of the Exchequer made an appointment to 
re eive a deputation on the subject. The deputation went on the 26th of 
March, and consisted of representatives of the following societies, viz. :— 
The Incorporated Law Society, the Associated Provincial Law Societies, 
the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies, the Liverpool Law Society, the 
Biemingham Law Society, and the Bristol Law Society. Sir A. K. Rollit 
introduced the deputation, and Mr. Warr, M.P., accompanied it. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer was attended by Sir Henry Primrose, K.O.B., 
aud Mr. Gore. The inconvenience of the new practice was pointed 
out to the Uhancellor of the Exchequer, and attention was called 
to the fact that the Succession Duty Act of 1853 provided that the 
interest of the successor in moneys to arise from the sale of real property 
under a trust for sale should be deemed to be personal property chargeable 
with duty, and no complaint of loss of duty on that ground had been 
male, and that, moreover, since the passing of the Finance Act of 1994 
uail last year the Inland Revenue authorities had interpreted the 
Finance Act to be similar in effect to the Succession Duty Act in this 





respect, and that no complaint had been made of loss of estate duty iy 
consequence. The Chancellor of the Exchequer, however, considered that 
in consequence of aggregation with regard to duty imposed by the 
Finance Act, there was a marked difference between that duty and the 
duty imposed by the Succession Duty Act, and expressed himself as being 
unwilliog to a. fs 

payment of the estate duty unless the alteration be proved to be absolutely 
necessary. He considered that the evidence which had been furnished 
was not at the moment sufficient to warrant any alteration in the law, and 
he thought that any difficulty hitherto experienced might to a great: extent, 
if not wholly, be overcome by the Inland Revenue authorities making ugg 
in a somewhat freer manner than hitherto of section 11 of the Finangs 
Act, 1894, providing that the commissioners, on being satisfied that the 
full estate duty had been or would be paid, might give a certificate to that 
effect, which would discharge any particular property from claim for 
further duty. He therefore indicated that he could not this 
year consent to any amendment, but he stated that he quite 
admitted that any real impediment to the transfer of land 
ought to be removed, and if, therefore, the evidence which 
would accumulate during the current year shewed that the difficulty 
could not otherwise be overcome, he would be prepared next session 
favourably to consider an amendment. Under these circumstances it was 
stated that Sir Albert Rollit would not move the amendment which stood 
in his name. A report of the deputation was published in the law papers 
and communicated to the provincial law societies, with a request that they 
would ask their members to keep a record of transactions in which the 
question under discussion arises, so that the Council might be in a position 
to furnish the Chancellor of the Exchequer with further evidence before 
next session. The Council think that whether a sale is completed in the 
absence of a certificate under section 11 of the Finance Act, 1894, or not, 
that is to say, on the personal undertaking of the solicitor or some 


' other person to produce a certificate, it should be recorded, with the dates 
| when the certificate was applied for, when it was received from the 


Commissioners, and when the purchase was completed. 

Cases of Interest to Solicitors.—The following cases of interest to solicitors 
have been supported by the Council during the past year. 

Stamps on Transfers of Mortgage—A mortgage originally for £1,100 
having been paid off to the extent of £100, the balance was at the request 
of the mortgagor assigned to transferees, and the mortgaged property was 
conveyed to them di:churged from the proviso for redemption iu the original 
mortgage, but subject to a new proviso for redemption on payment of the sum 
of £1,000 and interest. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue assessed 
the duty at the sum of 103. 6d., being 5s. in respect of a transfer of a 
mortgage for £1,000, and 5s. 6d. in respect of a release of security for 
£1,100. On appeal, the court held, on the authority of Wale v. Commissioners, 
4 Ex. D. 270, that the indenture was a transfer of the mortgage debt for 
£1,000 within the meaning of the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, and was 
liable to the duty on such transfer, but was not a release of the £1,100, the 
amount secured by the original mortgage, and was therefore not liable to 
the second duty assessed upon it as such release: Humphreys v. Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue (81 L. T. R. 199). Note.—This 1s the case referred 
to on p. 26 of the Annual Report for 1899. 

Scale Charge.—Sale of Land in Lots.—Freehold land held under one title 
was put up for sale by auction in eleven lots. Lots 1 to 6 were sold to one 
purchaser for £1,685 ; lot 7 was sold for £28; lot 8 was sold for £27; lot 
9 was sold for £32; and lots 10 and 11 were sold to the purchaser of lot 
for £24. Separate abstracts were delivered, two being delivered to the 
purchaser of lots 8 and10and11. The solicitor haviog the conduct of 
the sale charged the sum of £3 for deducing title and perusing and com- 
pleting conveyance in respect of the lots sold for under £100, that being 
the minimum fee mentioned in rule 8 of the Remuneration Order. The 
taxing-master held that the entire sale was one transaction, and, inasmuch 
as the aggregate of the percentage remuneration, allowing 15s. each in 
respect of the small lots, did not amount to less than £5, rule 8 had no 
application. Held by Stirling, J., on summons to review, that in the 
circumstances the sale of each lot was a separate transaction, lots 10 and 
11 being treated as one lot, and that the charge made by the solicitor was 
correct : Re Thomas, Evans v. Grifiths (69 L. J. R., Ch. 219). 

Bill of Costs Paid by Trustees.—Application for Taxation by Beneficiary.—A 
solicitor’s bill of costs against trustees was paid in the year 1896. In the 
year 1900, one of the beneficiaries, who then on attaining the age of 
twenty-five years became entitled to one-half the trust. fund, applied for 
texation of the bill. No special circumstances justifying taxation were 
alleged. Held, by Kekewich, J., ordering taxation, that there wa 
discretionary power vested in the court by section 39 of the Solicitors Act, 
1843, which was not overruled by section 41. In Re Wellborne (48 W. B 
375). An appeal in this case which the Council are supporting has not yet 
been heard. 


Listong Motions in the Chancery Division.— There does not appear to be 
any immediate prospect of the reform advocated by the society as regards 
listing motions in the Chancery Division being effected. As stated in the 
annual report for 1899 the ruggestion did not secure the concurrence of 
the General Council of the Bar, and the Lord Chancellor has sinc 
informed the Council that he had consulted the judges and that . they 
were not in favour of it. 

Criminal Business at Assizes.—The report of the Council on this question 
will be found in the appendix. 

University College of North Wales.—In pursuance of the power vested im 
them, the Council have appointed Mr. R. 8. Chamberlain, of Llandudno, 
and Mr. J. Rice Roberts, of Llangefni, the society’s representatives in the 
Court of Governors of University College of North Wales. 

Proceedings Under the Solicitors ‘Acts.— During the year seven 
solicitors who were convicted of various criminal offences have been struck 
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oft the roll on the application of the society. Convictions under section 12 
of the Solicitors Act, 1874, have been obtained nine unqualified 
persons. The Council have also been in commun on with the Oom- 
missioners of Inland Revenue with regard to complaints against unqualified 

ms for contravening section 44 of the Stamp Act, 1891, in one 
Bieace the commissioners took proceedings, and in the result a mitigated 

ity of £10 was imposed. Appeals against the refusal of the society to 

t applications for practising certificates in cases co within section 
16 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, have been heard by the of the Rolls, 
and his lordship has upheld its decision in each case. Since the decision in 
Re The Solicitors Act, 1843 (34 Soxicrrors’ Journat 236), which in effect 
decided that the duties of the society as registrar were not purely 
ministerial in the cases mentioned in section 23 of the Solicitors Act, 
1843, the society has not issued certificates when circumstances have been 
brought to its notice appearing to justify the application being referred to 
the court, and it is now instituting inquiries in order to ascertain whether 
similar circumstances exist as regards solicitors whose certificates will 
expire in November next. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 5th inst., Mr. Fredk. Foss in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. Daw, Nisbet, Peacock, Pead, Sidney 
Smith, and Vallance. A new member was elected, and several applica- 
tions for relief were considered and grants made, and other general 
business transacted. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 11th 
inst., Mr. Richard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors present 
being: Messrs. H. Morten Cotten, Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, 
R. Ellett (Cirencester), T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge), Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), Sir George H. Lewis, Richard Pennington, Sidney Smith, and 
J.T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £540 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-nine new 
—: were admitted to the association, and other general business 
traneacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Ronerr Hatuerr Hott, barrister, the 
Registrar of the Land Registry Office. Mr. Holt was called to the bar in 
1850, and was appointed Assistant Registrar in 1862, Mr. Spencer Follett 
being appointed Registrar. On the death of Mr. Follett, Mr. Holt 
succeeded to the Registrarship. 


Mr. Ricuarp Evz, solicitor, died a few days ago. He was admitted in 
1861 and practised for some time at Aldershot, where he was clerk to the 
local board. He subsequently moved to London, where he practised at 
Devereux-chambers, Temple. He went to Egypt to conduct the defence of 
Arabi Pasha when the latter was placed on trial. Mr. Eve made at least 
six attempts to enter Parliament, but was uniformly unsuccessful. He was 
& prominent Freemason, a Past Grand Treasurer, and took a great interest 
in the masonic charities. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
g DissoLuTIoN. 


Henry Pregsr Linton, Cuarutes Kensnoie, and Wiii1am KensHo eg, 
solicitors (Linton & C. & W. Kenshole), Cardiff and Aberdare. June 30. 
[Gazette, July 10. 


GENERAL. 


On Monday last the Royal Assent was given to the Commonwealth of 
Australia Constitution Act. 


On Tuesday the Land Registry (New Buildings) Bill was read a third 
time in the House of Lords and passed. 


By invitation of the municipality and chamber of commerce the Inter- 
national Law Association will hold its 19th conference at Rouen on the 
20th of August and following days, under the presidency of Judge 
Baldwin, of Connecticut, U.S.A. 


On Tuesday the Royal Assent was given to, among other Acts, the Naval 
Reserve (Mobilization) Act, the Oounty Councils (Elections) Act (1891 
Amendment Act, the Colonial Solicitors Act, the Burial Grounds Act, an 
the District Councillors and Guardians (Term of Office) Act. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Wills, who has been absent from court for 
Some months on account of illness, will, according to present arrange- 
ments, join the Midland Circuit at Nottingham on Monday next, the 16th 
inst., and will afterwards proceed to Warwick and Birmingham. 


The London Gazette of Tuesday contains a notice stating that Her Majesty 

approved of Orders in Council fixing the number and boundaries of the 

wards and the number of councillors to be assigned to each ward of the 

metropolitan boroughs respectively of Battersea, Finsb Hackney, 

Hclborn, Lewisham, addington, Stepney, Stoke Newington, Westminster, 
ch, 








Mr. Justice Wright (says the Pall Mali Gazette) had a timely word to say 
at Derby on Wednesday on the too t of untried 


paren one In one case to which the judge ref a man had 
kept in prison for ten weeks on a of perjury—of which, when 
tried, he was acquitted. Mr. Justice Wright cuales the prevalence of 


this evil to the fact that aap clerks are not acquainted with the 
facilities for bail which the law now provides. 


The Home Secretary has appointed Lord Bel chairman), Mr. F. A. 
Bosanquet, Q.C., Common jeant, Mr. A. utzen, Metropolitan 
police magistrate, Mr. O. 8. Murdoch, C.B., and Mr. 0. E. Troup, O.B., 
of the Home Office, with Mr. C. Lubbock, of the Home Office, as secretary, 
to be a committee to inquire into the working of the method of identifica- 
tion of criminals by measurements and finger prints, and the administrative 
arrangements for carrying on the same, and to report whether any and 
what changes are desirable. 


A committee, consisting of Mr. McCall, Q.0., Mr. Butcher, Q C., M.P, 
Mr. Mulligan, Q.C., Mr. Arthur O’Connor, Q.0., M.P., and the Hon. J. D. 
Fitzgerald, Q.C., has been formed for the purpose of arranging a compli- 
meni dinner from Irish members of the bench and bar of England to Sir 
Edward Carson, Q.C., M.P., on his “et as Solicitor-General. The 
dinner is to take place on Saturday, 4th of August, and the Lord Chief 
Justice of England has consented te take the chair. Lord Macnaghten, 
Lord Justice Collins, Mr. Justice Mathew, the Recorder of London, the 
Chairman of the London County Sessions, and many members of the bar 
have intimated their intention of being present. Sir Edward is also to be 
entertained by the English bar on the 25th of July. 


On Monday, in the House of Commons, in answer to Lord Balcarres, Mr. 
Akers-Douglas said: The buildings to be erected on the vacant site to the 
west of the Law Courts are four new courts and their adjuncts, which will 
form part of the Royal Courts of Justice, and must be in structural com- 
munication therewith. The extension will occupy about one-sixth of the 
area of vacant ground which was temporarily laid out asa garden by the 
generosity of Mr. Smith, but was acquired and always intended for an 
extension of the courts when needed. As the eseential object in view in 
the erection of the Royal Courts of Justice was the concentration of the 
legal business of the country, the Government could not view favourably 
my noble friend’s suggestion to erect additional courts elsewhere. 


At a recent meeting of the Bar Council a resolution was passed, 
copies of which were sent to Lord Salisbury, the Lord Chancellor, the 
Lord Chief Justice, and the Master of the Rolls, protesting against the 
appointment of Lord Justice Romer as a member of the South Africa 
oe Inquiry Committee, and reaffirming the resolution adopted when 
Lord Justice Collins was appointed to preside at the Patriotic Fund 
inquiry, which resolution was as follows : ‘* That this council regards the 
increasing practice of appointing judges to perform duties outside, and 
often inconsistent with, those attaching to their judicial position as 
contrary to the public interest, particularly in view of the fact that the 
existing number of judges 1s too sma)l to adequately discharge their 
proper functions.”’ 


In reply to the letter from ‘‘ A Queen's Counsel,’’ to which we referred 
last week, complaining of delays in the hearing of cases by the Judicia! 
Committee of the Privy Council, “‘ J. F. W.’’ says: “‘I should require a 
great deal more before I accept the deduction ‘A Queen’s Counsel’ 
draws, that the delay was caused by defect in procedure or fault of system, 
the more go as in the first of these cases I happen to be the solicitor for 
the successful party, and am cognizant of the proceedings, and ‘A 
Queen’s Counsel’ may take it from me that neither of the parties to the 
appeal complains of delay. . The registrar has a keen eye for any- 
thing that appears to him like an unnecessary delay, and often calls upon 
parsies to proceed promptly or have their appeals struck ont, unless good 
reason for the delay is given.”’ 


On Wednesday last, says the Zimes, before Mr. G. W. Chapman, official 
receiver, the statutory first meeting of creditors was held under a receiving 
order against Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake, solicitor. The chairman, having 
dealt with proofs of debt for sums amounting to £74,973, said that the 
firm of e & Lake, of which the debtor was the surviving partner, 
was an old-established one, the business having formerly been carried on 
m the style of Lake, Beaumont, & Lake. In 1894 Mr. Beaumont died, 
and in the following year a salaried partner came into the firm, which was 
continued as Lake & Lake until the 27th of November, 1899, when Mr. 
George Edward Lake died. In February last the partnership between the 
debtor and his salaried partner was dissolved, and on the 18th of March 
last the debtor sold the goodwill of the business to a new firm for £5,500 
payable by instalments, under certain conditions which it was not necessary 
to state. The new firm held the books of account and such papersas they were 
entitled to. It would appear that the debtor and his late salaried partner were 
jointly liable for the partnership debts e at the time of the dissolution. 
Joint and separate statements of affairs been filed. The joint 
accounts disclosed assets consisting of cash £1,862, good book aebts 
£9,692, and outstanding costs*which were roughly estimated at £20,000, 
making a total of £31,555. It was impossible at present to state what 
amount would be realized in respect of the costs, as some of them would 
be set off against liabilities and others would probably be statute barred. 
The unsecured indebtedness, on the other hand, was returned at £205,277. 
He was unable to say how those liabilities had arisen, and the matter 
would be inquired into. As regarded the separate statement of Mr. 
Lake’s private affairs, it appeared that the liabilities were £23,934, against 


assets £1,738. No deficiency account had yet been filed, but the debtor 
stated in his examination that in 1898 he lost about £23,000 
for differences on the Stock Exchange. In December 


through 
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last the debtor assigned policies of insurance for £55,000 as security 
for certain debts, and in June, 1899, he settled a sum of £7,000 on his 
daughter upon her marriage. There was no proposal of composition 
before the creditors, and the business of the meeting was to pass a 
resolution for bankruptcy and the appointment of a trustee and com- 
mittee of inspection. A resolution for bankruptcy having been carried, 
Mr. R. M. Beachcroft, appearing as solicitor for creditors, proposed that 
no trustee should be appointed and that the matter should be left in the 
bands of the Official Receiver. He thought that he was expressing the 
the views of the solicitors present when he said he did not wish to take any 
part in the appointment of a trustee other than the Official Receiver. By 
taking this course they would avoid any suggestion that they were in- 
fluenced by ulterior objects in nominating any particular gentleman for 
that post. In a case of this kind it was most important that there should 
be no ground for such a suggestion. The chairman stated that the 
Bankruptcy Act provided that the Official Receiver should be trustee in 
certain small cases, and it was not intended that he should act in that 
capacity in cases of this magnitude. Unless a trustee were appointed it 
would be his duty to make a report to the Board of Trade, with whom the 
appointment would then rest. After some discussion the creditors resolved 
that no trustee be appointed, and the case accordingly remains at present 
in the hands of the Official Receiver. 


Locat Loans Srock.—The Bank of England is authorized to receive 
tenders at a minimum price of 99 per cent. for an issue £3,000,000 Local 
Loans Three per Cent. Stock. The stock will be consolidated with the 
existing stock. Local Loans Stock is on the same footing as Consols, and 
trustees are empowered under the Act to invest in the stock. A full 
quarter’s dividend on this issue will be payable on the 5th of October 
next. Tenders must be delivered at the Chief Cashier’s Office, Bank of 
England, on Monday, the 16th of July. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 











Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Srig.ine, KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Church King Carrington 
Greswell Farmer Lavie 
Church King Carrington 
Greswell Farmer Lavie 
urch King Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Byrene. Cozens-Harpy,. FarwELt. Buckey. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pugh Mr. Beal 
7 Jackson Leach Beal Pugh 
Pemberton Godfrey Pugh Leach 
Jackson Leach Beal 
Pemberton Godfrey Pugh King 
Jackson Leach Beal Farmer 
THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 17.—Messrs, Davip Burxetr & Co,, at the Mart, at 2:—Carshalton: Freehold 
Residential and Building Estate, known as Elm-grove, London-road, Carshalton. within 
& short distance of Carshalton, Hackbridge, and Wallington Stations; with mansion 
and small park of 14 acres. Solicitors, Hogan & Hugnes, London,—Soho (within a 
few doors of Leicester-equare) : Valuable Building Site, in the beat business part; 

fronta e 19ft., by a depth of about 40ft. Solicitors, Messrs. Farlow & Fuller, London. 
(See advertisement, July 7, p. 5.) 

July 17.—Mesers. Desexnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewater, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Wykeham Biee. comprising a well-appointed Family Mansion, occupying a site some 
500 feet above sea-level, with south aspect, commanding beautiful views over a richly- 
wosded country and standing in a finely-timbered park, the whole comprising an 
area of about 28a. 2r. lip. The park, ——— an area of 24a, Ir. 1lp., let at a rent 
of £230 per annum. The adjoining de old-style Residence, known as Holme 

peneee by a carriage drive. The property possesses an extensive frontage 
to igh Toad, the total area bg | 2a, Ir. 3lp. ¢ at £105 per annum. The 

detached sidence, known as Rose 1, adjoining the vious lots, occupying a 

pleasant position opposite Totteridge Church, approachel by carriage drive, in all 

about 3a. Or. 28p. Let at £165 8s. perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. Th 00d, - 

& London.—On the Coombe Neville Estate, betwe‘n Wimbledon. 

Hampton Court, and Surbiton: An important area of about 72 acres of 

Frechold Building Land, immediately adjoining Coombe and New Malden Station on 

the L & 8.W. Railway. Solicitors, Meesrs. Farrer & Co.. London.—Southend-on- 

Bea: A Freehold , about three and ten minutes’ walk ively from West 

Cliff and Southend Railway Stations; family residence; the whole covers an area of 

over an acreand a-half. Solicitors, Messrs. Woodard, Hood, & Thorne, London.— 

of : A Freehold Building Site in the best part of Fleet-street, within a 
of the Law Courts, ha frontage of 46ft , and an area of upwards of 

( feet. Solicitors, Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., London. 

( advertisements, June 16, pp. 3 and 4 ) 

July 17.—Mesers, Tro.iorr, at the Mart. at 2: -101, Eaton-square, 8.W., a very especial 
Ca t Town Mansion. Held direct from the Duke of Westminster for a term 
of 24 years from Lady-day. 190, at ground-rent of £25 perannum. With possession. 

Messrs. Rose & Johnson, London. (See advertisement, June 16, p. 5 ) 

duly 18.—Mesers. Braves, Woon, & Co., at the Angel Hotel, Bury St. Edmunds, at 3: — 
Suffolk : Ficebold and Copyhold Sstates, 14 miles from Bury St £dmunds, 8 from 
Dies, 10 from Thetford, and 7 from Hantling-road, all stations on the Great Eastern 
Railway, in the parishes of T Wattisfield, Hinderclay, Rickinghall, Ho 

» and Market Weston. we ee ¢ the Lodge Farm, including 5 
, three cottages, and 237a ; at €246 per annum. Thripskin Farm and 
36a. ir. 22p.; let at £40 per annum. Poultry Farm and 23a. ; let at £40 annum, 
The Farm, 9 cottages and 211a.; let at £126 annum. The Walnut Tree 
Patra and 127a,; let at £60 per annum. Bobby Hill Farm and Sla.; let at £63 per 
annum. Hepworth Hall Farm and 167a.; let at £176 perannum, The Fen Farm and 


few 





168a,; let at £80 perannum. The V: Farm and 162a.; let at £130 per annum, 
Solicitors, Peters & Bolton, m. (See advertisements, June 23, p. 564,) 

July 18.—Mesars. H. E. Foster & Cranrigxp, at the Mart, at 2:—The Lease and Good- 
will, with Furniture, of the Eccleston Hotel. Solicitors, Messrs. W. H. Smith & 
and Messrs. Mayo & Co, both of London.—Freehold and Leasehold Properties at South 
Croydon and Old Kent-road. Solicitors, Messrs. Tilleard, London. — Wa: 
Premises in Tabernacle-street, with area of 3,525ft.; lease 19 years, at £400.— 
Residence, with ens of over an acre, situated at Enfield. Solicitors, Messrs, Pay} 
E. Vanderpump & Eve, London. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

July 19.—Mesars. H. E, Foster & Cranri£xp, at the Mart, at 2: 

REVERSIONS : 
To One-seventh of a Trust Fund, value £5,200; lady aged 57. Solicitor, H. Mear, 


Esq., 

To £1,955 of a Trust Fund in 2} per Cent. Consols; lady aged 73. Solicitor, 
H. W. Woodforde, Esq., London. 

To Four Leasehold Houses in Peckham and Dulwich, producing £132 per annum, 
Solicitor, B. Barnett, Esq., London. 

POLICIES : 
For £6,600, £4,400, £3,400. Solicitors, Messrs. Hood-Barrs & Co., London. 
For £5,000, £5,000, £3,000, £1,500 £400. Solicitors, Messrs, Rooper & Whately, 


For £1,250, £1,000, £250. 


SHARES in various Compani le 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

July 18.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrietp, at the Mart, at 2 :—Westminster: 
Leasehold >» comprisi ock of modern residential flats and shops, knows 
as Vincent-square Mansions, let at rentals a proximating upon £1,300 a year, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Davidson & Morris, London.—City of London : A Freehold Estate, 
being Nos. 1 to 29 (odd), Mansell-street, Aldgate, on the east side (within a few yards 
of 4 te High-street, and close to the station on the Metropolitan Railway and'the 
Goods t; of the L. & N.W. Railway). It comprises an area of about 13,60 
superficial feet Solicitors, Messrs. Morley, Shirreff, & Co., London. (See adver. ise- 


ments. July 7, E 5.) 
July 18.—Messrs, Humsert & Fuint, at the Mart, at 2:—Herts: Frechold Sporting and 
Agricultural Estates, known as Walkern Park Finches and Walkern Bury, situated 


in the Parish of Walkern, three miles from from Stevenage, whence London is reached 
in about 50 minutes by G.N.R. The estates comprise an aggregate area of 1,130 acres, 
i ‘ Rooper & Whatelev, London. (See advertisement, July 23, p. 3.) 

July 19 —Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarsr, at the Mart, at ?:- 
Borough : Freehold and Leasehold Properties, close to the Borough Station (Electric 
Railway ucing rentals amounting to £403 6s. per annum. Solicitors, Messrs 
Birt, Fi & Lea, Townhall-chambers, Southwark.— Womersley House, Dickenson- 
road, Crouch-hill: Freehold Residential or Building Property, occupying a position on 
one of the highest points in the northern suburbs. It comprises a Family Residence in 
white brick with stone dressings, covering an area of about two acres. Solicitors, 
Messsrs. C. R. Randall & Son. uth Kensington: A medium-sized Town House, 
For sale, with possession. Ground-rent of £10. Solicitor, 8. R. Pollard, Esq., London, 
(See advertisements. June 16, pp. 2 and 3.) 

July 19.—Messrs. Fanesroruer, Exitis, Eazrron, Breacu, GAtswortuy, & Co., will Le 
by Auction (in conjunction with Messrs. Green & Son), at the Mart, at 2 :—City of 
London: A Valuable Freehold Site, possessing extensive frontages to important 
thoroughfares, and occupying an unusually large area in one of the most central 
positions in the City, lg omg be Finsbury-circus to Blomfield-street and Liver- 
pool-street. Solicitors, Chas. Sawbridge & Son, Messrs. Williams & Neville, London 
(See advertisemente, this week, p. 5,) 

July 19.—Mesers. Stimson & Bons, at the Mart, at 2:—Beulah Hill, Upper Norwood: 
Freehold Ground-rent of £90 per annum, with reversion in 23 years to rack-rents of 
=o per — Solicitors, Messrs. Russell & Russell, London, (See advertisem-nt, 

y 7. p. 600). 

July o~ileae. Norrtoy, Trist, & Gitpert, at the Mart, at 2:—Millwall: A con- 
venient-sized Wharf, known as Cubitt Town Wharf. with a frontage of 74ft, to the 
River Thames and a depth of 360ft. Solicitors, Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co, 
London.—Cheltenham : Family Residence in old-fashioned gardens on the Pitville 
Estate, overlooking Pitville Spa, distant one hour from Bristol and Birmingham, 
Kingston : Small Freehold Investment, Three Cottages, producing from weekly 

tenants rents of £68 1Ss. annum. Isle of Wight, Ryde: Convenient-sized 

Marine Residence, overlooking Spithead, close to St. John’s Station, which 

affords communication by railway to the Pierhead in seven minutes; with 





Possession. Brompton (in the fashionable locality cf Onslow-gardens): A 
Bijou Resid for i diate occupation; let at £120 per annum, 
West Ki to the District Railway Station and LEarl’s-court 


ensington (close 

rosd): Leasehold double-fronted Residence. Ako a Smaller House, known as 
Ellesmere, adjoining; rental value £70 per annum. Sydenham: Two Semi- 
detached Leasehold Villas in Newlands Park, Sydenham, midway between Brighton 
Station of Sydenham and the Chatham and Dover Station of Penge Mill Hilt 
Park. Acton, W.: Leasehold Investments in Two Semi-detached Double-fronted 
Residences, let to long-standing tenants, situated close t» the District Railway 
Station and the tram and omnibus routes to the City and West-end. Notcing 
Hill : Leasehold Inve+tment in Weekly Property ; let at rents amounting to £66 per 
annum. Fulham: Shop in the main road. on the omnibus route to Putney, close to 
Fulham Grand Theatre and Putney Bridge Railway Station; producing £223 per 
annum. ton : Two Cottages, in Canbury-park-road, Kiog tm; producing £® 

‘x annum from weekly tenants; held on lease for 19 years, Solicitors, Messrs, 
Eecoetie. Wadham, & Bradbury, London.—Cubitt Town Poplar. E.: An extensive 
Six-storeyed Building, known as the London Rice Mil’s, with « frontage of 123it 
the River Thames, and containing the large floor area of 90,000 sq ft. ; also other 
large Buildings and Yard Space adjoining, the whole being over | of an_ acre in 
extent. Solicitors, Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., London. (See advertise 


ments, June 16, p. 7.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday last, the well-known “ Vine” 
Tavern, Mile End Gate, for £3,225; Freehold, 9, East Mount-street, for £750; a Lease 
hold in Acland-street, Limehouse, for £350; and a Dwelling-house in Rutland-road, 
Victoria-park, for £320. The result was £5,125. 








WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasers AND Lzsszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 


minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. stablished 2% 
years. Telegrams, ‘ Sanitation.’”’—({Apvr.] 
DEED LOST. 

On Thursday, the 5th inst., about 1.30 p.m., at the Inland Revenue 


Stamping Office, Telegraph-street, E.O., a Conveyance dated the 4th 
July, 1900, and bearing the name of Methven as purchaser is believed to 
haye been returned by mistake to a gentleman who at the same time 

resented 3 or 4 deeds for stamping, and who paid £23 10s. in stamp duty. 
Any Solicitor who had deeds stamped at this office (either direct or through 





a Law Stationer) on that day will much oblige by ascertaining whether 
| the missing deed is amongst them, aud if so by communicating with 
| Mesers. Gunnisu & Fostex, of 26, College-street, B.O.—{ Avvr.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—¥Fripay, July 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitrep 1x CHANCERY. 


(ry or Lospon Excnancr Syxpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or befure 
July 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Alfred Thorp, 88, Bishopegate st Within 

Juckson’s Printine AnD Pusiisnine Co, Limirep (1x Votuntary Liguipation)—OCreditors 
are required, on or before Aug 25, to send their names and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Emanuel Williams. 12, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Lospox AnD Panis Stores Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 16, to 
vend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debta or claims, to James 
Morris Fellows, 76, Finsbury pavement. Champion, solor to liquidator 

Menzizs Gotpen Ace Mine, Liwirep (1x Votunrary Liquipation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before Oct 13, to send their names and \ particulars of 
their debts or claims, to C. J. Ford, 81, Cannon st. Renshaw & Co, solors to liquidator 

Miianp Exvecrricat ayp Gryera Encrxeertne Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Barrett Winnicott, 2u, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Peyrsyy Corper Minino SynpicatTe, LuouTep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
17, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Francis Shelby, 23, Regent st, Wrexham 

ESSIONAL AND Trapes Papers, Limitep—Peta for winding presented July 5 

Miented to be heard on July 1S, Soames & Oo, 68, Lincoin’s iss faite solors for potuers’ 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of July 17 

Saaws, Bryant, & Co, Limrrep (1y Liqurpation) —Creditors are required, on or before 
Saturday, July 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to George Clark Junior and John Robbie Whamond, 3, Crown ct, Old 
Broad st. Styer, 2, Threadneedle st, solor for liquidators 

‘. 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bye Murvat Hexr Society, Red Lion Inn, Eye, Peterborough, Northampton June 27 
Lover No. 1 AtterTon Bywater Society or INDEPENDENT LoyaL OrnaNnGEMEN, Butchers’ 
Armns, Allerton Bywater, Castleford, York June 21 
Porzar Inn Loan Society, Poplar Inn, Ilkeston, Derby June 21 


London Gazette.—TuEspay, July 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirzep 1m CHANCERY. 

Execrrom Gas Lieut SynvicaTe, Limrrep—Creditors are poet, on or before Aug 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to John 
i a, Barum House, Halifax. alker & Rowe, 8, Bucklersbury, solors for 
iquidator 

Eiswick AND Dunston Ferry Co, Liwirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Henry Eeles, 4, Quayside, Newcastle on Tyne. Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solors to liquidator 

Exouisn AND Cotonrat SynpicaTE, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
op Seow Jones, 1, Queen Victoria st. Sutton & Co, 3 and 4, Great Winchester 
at, solors for liquidator 
Esvorp Cyo.z Sappie Co., Limirep—By an order made by Cozens-Hardy, J., dated 
June 26, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 

& Smee, Norfolk House, Norfolk st, solors for petaer 
Hastzy Conservative Crus Co, Luntep—Crediters are required, on or before 
Wednesday, Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to George Frank Paddock, Hanley 

Heweisurc Estares anp Exrioration Co, Lunrep—Creditors are on or 
before Sept 29, to send their names and addresses, and the parti of their debts or 
daims, to Francis George Fuke, 8, Gracechurch st. Biggs-Roche & Co, 24, Lincoln’s 
inn fields, solor to liquidator 
Honve & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 4, direcled to be heard 
July 18. Rising & Ravenscroft, 8, Leadenhall st, solors for petitioning creditors. 
Notice of ap; ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of July 17 

1G Jouyson & Co, Limrrep—Peta for winding- up, presented July 4, directed to be heard 
before Wright, J, July 18. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, petners’ solors, Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

y17 

Ixyerett Diamonp Freups, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 4, directed to 
tobe heard July 18. Campion & Co, Queen st, soiors for petner. Notice of a 
must reach the above-named not later than tix o’clock in afternoon of July 17 

Joux Cooxe & Co, Litirzep—Petn for winding up, presented June 30, directed to be heard 
July 18. Collyer-Bristow & Co, 4, Bedford row, for Forsyth & Co, solors 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’ in 
the afternoon of July 17 

Nostra Cuarranooca Devevorment Co, Lrwrrep—Creditors are required,on or before 
Aug 81, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to Eaton, 27, King st, Manchester, solor 

8. James’s Contract Conroratioy, Liwrrep—Petn for pining = July 6, 
directed to be heard on July 18. Waterhouse & Co, 1, New "a inn, solors for 
Detners. i poy appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0’ in the 

m of July 12 

Staxwick Sreamsuip Co, Lonren (1~ LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to Henry Eeles, 4, Quayside, Newcastle on Tyne. ilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on 
Tyne, solors to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

C.E, T, 8. Srt.r-Her Society, 4, Sanctuary, Westminster. July 2 

Davenrers or TEMPERANCE GRAND UNION OF MANCHESTER Society, Grafton st, Chorlton 
0a Medlock, Manchester. June 27 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gasette,—Fnivay, July 6. 


Liourvowx, Tuomas, Blackburn, Hardware Dealer Aug 3 Lightbown v Lightbown, 
Stirling, J Somerville, Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 


. Ca Joux, Seven Sisters Commission Agent Aug3 Farries v 
Whitt. yoy, — 


London Gazette-—Tursvay, July 10. 
Hasuer, Seu SaRau, House, Chichester Aug 13 MHabin v Hasler, 
 Gosene-Hardy, J eng Whately, Lincoln's inn fields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, June 29. 
Avtp, Mary Jane, South Kensington July 21 Phillips & Co, Nicholas lane 
Baxer, Mary Ann, Witheridge, Devon Aug9 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 
Barren, Cuanves, Shedfield, Southampton Aug Bull & Duncan, Watling st 


Bartuotomew, Marrua, Ladbroke grove, Notting hill Sept 1 Peacock & Goddard, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Buacxmors, Jou, Stoke Devonport, Devon Augi4 Gard, Devonport 


Bromury, Bexsamin, Plymouth Aug14 Gard, Devonport 

Butrey, Ewity Jomman, Oulton, Suffolk Aug4 Culley, Norwich 

Carry, Rev Hewett, Radway, Warwick July 26 Aplin & Co, Banbury 

Carman, Grorce, East Malling, Kent July 25 Kays & Jones, New inn, Strand 
Caspari, Joserx Wituetm Orro, Liverpool, Merchant July 29 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Conen, Moss, Kilburn July 16 Bentwich & Co, Guildhall yd 

Cooke, Mary, Stockport July 27 Potts, Stockport 

Cops, a Axwz, Richmond, Surrey July 27 Rees Davies & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old 
Sinn, Diese, Blaydon on Tyne, Durham Aug2i Brown, Blaydon on Tyne 

Daty, Mary Exiza, Drumcollogher, Cork July 30 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

Davies, Caraenine, Liverpool Aug6é Apton & Co, Liverpool 

Davison, Davin, Darlington, Gent July 31 Wooler & Wooler, Darlington 

Dawson, Grorcz, Lincoln Aug Trotter, Lincoln 

Dex, Wit.1am, Caterham, Surrey, Baker July 23 Smellie, Caterham 

Duck, Joszru, Danby, York, Builder Aug7 Woodwark & White, Whitby 

Frank, Max, Berlin, Prussia Aug8 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 

Ges, Evtew Mania, Leamington July 21 Wright & Co, Leamington 


Govan, The Hon Huan, Bloemfontein, South Africa July 30 Ashurst & Co, Throg- 
morton 


avenue 
Harriey, Josepn, Lee Moor, York, Stone Mason July 27 Scatcherd & Co, Leeds 


Hocarrs, Rosgrt, Kendal, Yeoman Aug 11 Dobson, Kendal 

Host, Rosert, North Collingham, Notts Aug 31 Marris & Marris, Worksop 

Jonzs, EvizanetH, Ferryside, Carmarthen Ang 1 Browne, Carmarthen 

Kewrsox, Tuomas James, Oxford, Boot Closer Aug 1 Galpin, Oxford 

Kempster, Exe, South Marston, Wilts July 24 Butterworth & Co, Swindon 

Krisuaw, Isaac Epwarp, Kendal, Westmorland, Auctioneer Aug 25 Thomson & 
Wilson, Kendal 


Kixe, Rev Samvzt, Droxford, Southampton Aug 1 Allisons & Allisons, Louth 

Macxintay, James Grosvevor, Stratford pl, Oxford st, Consulting Oculist Aug 11 
, Devonshire chmbrs 

Manonzy, Mary Genauprve, Pimlico Augi1 Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 


Many, Epear, Chilton, Suffolk Aug 1 Ransom & Sons, Sudbury 
Masterson, Amecia Jane, St Leonards on Sea Aug 15 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, 
Masrersox, Carourse Ann, St Leonards on Sea Aug 15 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, 


Pa Henry Witxss, Glasshouse st Augi5 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, Strand 

Mupp.etox, Heyny, Birstall, York, Book keeper Aug 3i Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 

Monrck, Hvco, Bradford, Merchant Augi1 Wade & Co, Bradford 

Muscrave, Ravru, Ingleton, Durham July 7 Lucas & Co, Darlington 

Newrort, James, Holloway July 27 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Noap, Grace Herve, Tilshead, Wilts Aug 31 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Norracors, Hon Huen Oxiver, Luton, Beds Aug3 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Parkes, Many Any, Bradley, Staffs July 81 Morgan & Co, Stafford 

Pert, Cuanvorre, York Augl0 Burne & Wy kes, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Perri, Frepericx Ernest Epwarp, Rusholme, Manchester, Merchant July 28 Hockin 
& Co, Manchester 


Purr, Samuet, Devizes, Wilts, Haulier Aug 2i Hopkins, Devizes 

Reep, Cuances Henry, Lee, Kent, Draper Augll Hughes & Co, Budge row 

Rees, Joszraus Caarman, Leamington, Draper Aug 14 Davies, Leamington 

Rosrysoy, James Pendleton, Lancs, Provision Merchant Aug 11 Markland & White- 
Manchester 


8r. Guonee, Martitpa Donoruga ExizaseTu, Weston, Somerset July 25 Mullins & Co, 
Cirencester . 


Scuoriecp, Luxe, Huddersfield July 25 Piercy, Huddersfield 

Surrn, Esruen, Chalgrove, Oxford, Grocer July 31 Mercer & Blaker, Henley on Thames 
Totrutt, Kats, Folkestone Aug 4 Kempeson, Farnham 

Tomrxixson, Tuomas, Smallthorne, Stafford Aug 3 Wain & Harris, Burslem 

Tvox, Rarnart, Highbury July 90 Bentwich & Co, Guildhall yd 

Waxes, Prisciiia, Birstwith, York Augi Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Waker, Ricnanp, Leeds, Woollen Merchant Augi Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Wuirsnrap, Joux, South Shields, Engineer Aug 1 Scott, jun, South Shields 





Supon, Witx1am Davin, Malvern, Auctioneer Aug 4 Dyer v Sandoe, Cozens-Hardy, J 


, Malvern - 





Wuirwam, Cuantes Writiam, Wortley, Leeds, Game Dealer Aug 11 Wilkinson & 


Garland, 
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London Gazette-—Turspay, July 3. 
Aston. Josern Krxon, Dean’s yard, Westminster, Barrister July 30 Willson & Norman, 
Regent st, St James’s 
Barser, Ex1za Anx, Norwich Sept1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 
Beynerrt, Grorce, Ledbury, Hereford Aug7 Russell, Ledbury 
Berry, Gronce Epwanrp, Haslemere, Surrey Augi7 Leesmith & Munby, Haslemere 


Ceeeeares, Canc Frances Picxarp, Radipole, Dorset July 22 Ffooks & Douglas, 
erborne 
seauer Haxnan Licursopy, Alderley Edge, Chester Aug15 Darbishire & Co, Man- 


ester 
Caxnax, Toomas Rosent Story, Alderley Edge, Chester Aug15 Darbishire & Co 
Manchester 
Dopps, Freperice, Timperley, Chester, Butcher Aug15 Eaton, Manchester 

Driscott, SARAH, Wandsworth Augi0 Corsellis & Co, Wandsworth 

Greex, Bexs amin, Sheffield, Pork Butcher Aug 80 Fernell, Sheffield 

Greey, Many Ayn, Sheffield Augi3 Fernell, Sheffield 

Greenatt, Cuartes, Dumbleton, Glos, Farmer July 15 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 
Hamsuer. Anranam Jony, Gt Malvern, Ironmonger Aug 14 Lambert & Rogers, 


Malvern 
Horwsy, Tuomas Waitrizip, Stockton on Tees Augi1 Dodds, Stockton on Tees 
I_uixeworts, Bex, Deepear, York, Farmer Augi Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Jones, THomAs, South Cornelly, nr Pyle, Glam, Publican Aug2 David, Bridgend 
Kay, Jonx, Blackpool July 13 Fletcher & Son, Blackpool 
MaxsHaty, Witi1am, Weaverham, Chester Aug4 Marson, Manchester 
Me.1or, Joszern, Openshaw, Manchester, Forgeman Augi Ledgard & Co, Manchester 
Mievey, ae, Lanercost, Cumberland, Farmer July 14 Cartmer & Milburn, 


pto 
a, ;_ Horxrixs, Charing, Kent, Surgeon Augi8 Helmore, Lancaster pl, 


Pisx, Jonn Witt14m, Cheltenham <Augié Billings, Cheltenham 
Procter, Janz, Newcastle upon Tyne Aug7 JD & D M Macdonald, Newcastle upom 
e 


Rawsruokry, Nancy, Tyldesley, Lancs Aug 14 Kennedy & Glover, Ormskirk 

Rosiss, Arrnurn, Windsor July 23 Crossman & Co, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Rocrrs, Marrna, Bexley, Kent Augi Birt & Co, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 
Russet, Gzorcr, Wandsworth Augil Farrar & Co, Wardrobe pl, Doctors’ Common 
Rust, James Barrow, Norwich Sept1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

SxERwoop, Isaac, Harborne, Birmingham Aug 10 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
Suirn, Many, Manchester Augi1 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 

Sovrnwett, Joux, Halifax, Farmer Aug4 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Srevens, Cuantes Freperick, Norwich Sept1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Sreveys, Witi1am Horace, Norwich, Printer Sept1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Sroxe, Cuaries Josern, Wyke Regis, Dorset Augi Steggall & Co, Weymouth 
a om, Groombridge, Sussex, Licensed Victualler Aug 1 Robb, Tunbridge 
saxiem Wiitram, Newland, Northampton, Pawnbroker July 28 Howes & Co, 


orthampton 
Tuornton, Tuomas Josernu, Birmingham Aug 10 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 


Topp, Wa.tTzr, West Hampstead Sept1 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Tucker, Isapriia, Gateshead, Durham July 30 Robson, Brighton 
Warp, Jonx Henry Srocxzey, Bilston, Stafford July 14 Wassell, Bilston 
Wuanton, Frepenicx, Liscard, Chester Aug9 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
Wuirttey, Joux, Hebden Bridge, York, Dyer Augi Booth, Huddersfield 
Wittcock, Wrtu1am, Pendleton, Salford Oct1 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 
Wrip, Witt1am Horroy, Topsham, Devon Augi3 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 6. 
Bacox, Hexry, Norwich, Solicitor July 25 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 


{ 
| 





Sywreees : Joun, Berkeley, Glos, Carpenter Aug 18 Crossman & Co, Thornbury R30, 


eran Eten, Portmadoc Aug3 Roberts, Portmadoc 

Juxnrncs, SanaH, Birmingham July 31 Lee & Co, Birmingham 

Joxzs, Cuantes, Newcastle under Lyme Augé Knight & Sons, Newcastle under Lym, 
Jongs, Rosert Canina, Copthorne, Surrey Aug10 Squire, Union ct, Old Broad st 
Kemp, Ricuarp, Seacombe, Ohester Aug7 Allen, Liverpool 

Knieut, Miss Awna Manta Exizasets Leak, Brooke, Norfolk Aug3 Pomeroy & Sp, 
Wymondham, Norfolk 

Lapean,' Hnxay Tuomas, Birmingham, Chartered Accountant Aug20 Thorne & (, 
Marrsews, Epwazp, Shelley, nr Huddersfield July 30 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Menrroy, Auexrva, Maidenhead Aug 30 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Morrox, Fayxy Louisa, Worcester July 21 Beauchamp & Gallaher, Worcester 
Mounpay, Wri114m Heyny, Oakley sq, Marylebone Jaly21 Spargo, South sq, Gray’s ing 
ae Tuomas, Newcastle under {Lyme, Grocer Aug4 Sproston, Newcastle unde 


Paccan Isr Isaac Gzonaz, Caldecote, Rutland Aug3 Manlove & Carver, Regent st 
Puriirrs, ALLEN, Cheadle, Chester Aug7 Wilson, Manchester 

Puiturrs, Saran Jane, Prestwich, Lancs Aug 7 Wilson, Manchester 

Pow zs, Joun Diston, Elstree, Herts Jan1 Trass & Enever, Coleman st 

Ricuter, Gzorcina, Hadleigh, Suffolk Aug4 Grimwade & Son, Hadleigh 

Ricsy, Jzssx, Newcastle under Lyme, Ironmonger Aug 4 Sproston, Newcastle unde 


Genevdien Jane Berxetzy, Bayswater Aug 381 Burgoynes & Greatbach, Oxford st 
Srent, Jonx, Bath Augi Bartlett, Bath 
Srenr, WitL14m Kitsoy, Streatham Augé Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger In 


Co, on Tees ‘ 
Srrupwick, Gzorcr, Bayswater ter, Florist Aug 4 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
Tart, Betsy, Preston -Aug4 Houghton & Co, Preston 
Turyver, Rev Tuomas, Eastbourne Aug6 Hughes & Bartlett, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Urriey, MicHazt, Samal, nr Littleborough, Lancs, Manufacturing Chemist A 
11 Molesworth & Son, Rochdale . " 


WALMSLEY, Senden: Leigh, July 23 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

Watrers, Cuantes, Twyford, Berks, Saddler July 21 Jarvis, Twyford 
‘Wapsworts, Extza, Horton, Bradford Augé Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

London Gazette.—Tumspay, July 10. 

Asuton, Major Sam Tupor, Melton Mowbray Augi7 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
Brcxie, Jouy Auiey, Redland, Bristol, Stationer Sept 29 Burges & Sloan, Bristol 
Bovutrox, Tuomas, Kirk Smeaton, York, Farmer Augi7 Leatham & Co, Pontefract 
Brown, Mary, York Aug2l Wood, York 


| Baurr, Perer Scuux ier, Ipswich, Civil Engineer Aug 10 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 


CurturnewortH, Maria,Oxford Augi3 Simmonds, Tunbridge Wells 

Corax, Joun, Hulme, Manchester, Beer Retailer July 30 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 
CoynincHam, CHARLES, Worcester Sept 29 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dicxisson, Tuomas, 8t Albans, Herts, Farmer Aug 31 Boyes & Son, Barnet 
Epwarps, Hargett, Bewdley, Worcester, Butcher Aug 25 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 
Exuis, Rev Puirip ConsTasie, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon Aug 4 D’Albini & Ellis 
Mm. Barrow on Trent, Farmer July 18 Moody & Woolley, Derby 

Gotpixe, Henuey, Hove, Brighton Augi1 Chalinder, Hastings 


}| Green, James, sen, Fulham rd, Fruiterer Augé Child & Child, Sloane st 
‘| Greevey, Heemann, Gamberwell grove July 31 Travers & Co, Throgmorton avenue 
| Hamwonns, ExizaseTu, Willesden Green Sept 29 Wade & Son, Shrewsbury 


Hernine, Mantua Ann, Derby Aug7 Moody & Woolley, Derby 


‘| Hotmes, Suznipan, Newcastle on Tyne, Civil Engineer Aug 25 Holmes, Newcastle on 
e 

Bovey. assem, Hemingford Gray, Hunts Augé Cranfield & Wheeler, It Ives, 
t un! 





Baker, Mary, Lowestoft July 31 Johnson, Lowestoft 

Barxes, Axx, Bevois Valley, Southampton Augi0 Taylor & Co, Strand 

Bewtiry, Isanetita Sampsox, Maida Vale July 28 Gwynne & Co, Sackville st 
Buiackrorp, Mark, Birmingham Augi5 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 

Buiies, James Ropert Augil0 Hogan & Hughes, Martins lane, Cannon st 

Bavrr, Peter Scuvyier, Ipswich, Civil Engineer Aug10 Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 
Burcue.t, Euriy Anne Frances, Bradwell on Sea, Essex Aug7 King & Co, Greshamst 
Ceawsnay, Cuarres, Hingham, Norfolk Aug20 Keith & Co, Chantry, Norwich 
Crossiann, James, Stocksbridge, York, Miner July 31 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Davies, Epwarp, Darlington Aug3 Barron & Smith, Darlington 

Dz em A aeeeee, Gifford, nr Wallingford, Berks Aug 7 Powell & Burt, St 


EBpwanps, Groner, Cardiff, Sack Merchant Augé Richards, Cardiff 

Epwaros, Staxtey, Great Marlow, Bucks Aug4 Powell & Skues, Essex st, Strand 
Evstacz, Epwix, New Cross Augi Foy & Co, Clifford’s inn 

Patizr, Apetsert, Battersea, Watchmaker Aug 11 Bell & Co, Lavender hill, Clapham 
Frowens, Frepericx, Kilburn, Outfitter Aug15 Attenborough, Piccadilly 

Garrarp, Marcanet, Rainhill, Lancs July 30 Cross, Prescot 

Goopcuiip, Exiza, Bradford Aug7 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

Gratscen, Rev Joux Czcit, West Kensington Aug 20 Girdlestone, Pall Mall 

Gzezx, Rovert, Bengeo Urban, Herta, Builder Aug 31 Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 
Gurcory, Aurnun, Matlock Bank, Derby Aug Lymn, Matlock Bath 

Gorrrripes, Cuartortz, Northampton Augil Davis, Northampton 

Haxway, Onueriz Canrsect, Steep, Hants Augi8 Shield & Mackarness, Petersfield 
Hartzzy, Hvucn Rocens, Queen Anne’s gate July 28 Gwynne & Co, Sackville st 
Hawaoon, Jaurs, Derby Sept 3 Sale & Co, Derby 


Isaacs, Woure, New Broad st July 31 Romain, Bishopsgate Without 


Brodigges, Seemann, Rahoon, Galway, Ireland Aug 7 Stevens & Co, Quem 


Lacxensy, THomas, Middlesborough July 31 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesb h 
Lausear, Aurrep, Rinchiostra Massa, Carrara, Italy Aug 12 Preston & Co, Lincola's 
Lou, H Hewry Gerarp, Luton Hoo, Beds Augi7 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
Loweoux, W11114m, Pendleton, Salford, Dairyman Aug7 Gardner & Son, Manchester 
Manse, Lux, Shrewsbury Sept 29 Wade & Son, Shrewsbury 

Mirrcue.., Susan, Swansea Augil Paton, Swansea 

Mewuam, Tuomas, Scarborough, Butcher Aug 22 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
Pmarr, Epuonp, Ruddington, Nottingham Augl4 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
Pucex, Mania, Dunley, nr Stourport, Saddler Aug6 Ivens, Kidderminster 
Rawstnory, Margaret, Preston Augi Cookson, Preston 

Becnarpsoy, Axxz, Hove, Sussex Aug8 Thompson & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
] tepxn, Sanau, Albert st, Regent’s Park Aug7 Storey¢ Co, Ludgate hill 

8 aman, Emma, Shrewsbury Sept 29 Wade & Son, Shrewsbury 

8 awven, Frepericx, Hastings Augi5 Moggridge, John st, Bedford row 

Bcorr, Jur1a Maraaret, Bayswater Aug 20 Parson & Co, Sherborne ln 

Simm ons, Many Janz, Sunderland Augé Storey & Hopper, Sunderland 

Use, Wii11am, Manchester, Yarn Agent Sept1 Slater & Co, Manchester 

War. rs, Gzoncr, West Cowes, 1 W, Painter Augi18 Bailey, jun, Newport 

Wru ™ Coane, Coogee, Surrey, Brick Manufacturer Aug7 Gibson & Co, Por 
Wart ‘2, Jouy Lomas, Buxton Augé Taylor & Brown, Buxton 





‘Woot »wanp, Ayn, Folkestone Augill Woodward, Old Jewry chmbrs 








Henstee, Wii1am Dowxrm, Llandudno, Bolicitor Aug 16 Chamberlain & Johnson, 





‘Woo; »wanp, Fawry, Folkestone Augil Woodward, Old Jewry chmbre 











Srosart, GrorcE, Hartburn, nr Stockton on Tees, Market Gardener Aug 30 Faber & 
Stockton ' 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 6, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AsprvaLt, Rionarp, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

Epwarp Wri11am, Old Weston, Hi 

Northam; Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Barratt, Prepericx Artuvr, Birmi Grocer Bir- 

ham Pet July2 Ord July 2 

-— 'HOMAS, See, Builder Birmingham Pet 

uly 2 

ME. 8 Waiaan Cuampers, Ilkeston, Derbys Derby 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Brox, Franx, Barrow in Furness, Coal Dealer Barrow in 
Furness Pet July4 Ord July4 

Buaxe, Tuomas Henry, Banbury, Commission Agent 
Banbury Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Boou, Frank Dickinson, Parkgate, nr Rotherham, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

‘Camp, ey Teignmouth, Draper Exeter Pet July 3 


CLARK, Tuomas, Debt, Journeyman Butcher Bristol Pet 


Bagyes, 
Gr 


July 4 Ord Jul 
Coo.ine, Richarp eee Ber Get Se Grimsby, 
Fish Me Great Grimsb: Pe o~ gh. ret 
‘CUCKSON, ) ame Bawtry, Yor July 2 


Ord July 2 
Currey, Wii11am Arruvur, East Dulwich High Court 
Pet June 12 Ord July 3 


Dates, Gzorcze Writiam. Ardwick, Manchester, 
Factor Manchester Pet June 22 bp 
— Saran Frances Brunyarp, Wi Huddlesey, 


York Pet Jul Ona July Y inte 

Dicxixs, Joun Grorce, Aswarby, fg 
Pet June 21 Ord July 4 

Down, Samurt, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June 19° Ord June 30 

Farrow, Arruur Groras, Stoke Newi Carpet Ware- 
houseman Edmonton Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Foster, yo Epes, and Cuartzs Witiiam Gray. 
~ Grocers GtGrimsby Pet July 2 Ord 

y2 


nt? Groraz, Kin Fostenenth, Grocer Porta- 
mouth Pet July 3 4 July 3 
GrntEy, ALFRED, Bayswater, Bricklayer High Court Pet 
G 4G pe, Bae Manager Gt 
ILLETT, REDERICE. rims a er’s 
Grimsby Pet z 


by July2 Ord July 
wae 5 Rosert, Reading, Painter Reading Pet June 30 
une 30 
Hares, Wituiam Arcursacp, Axminster, Devons, Boot 
Maker Exeter Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Hawirt, James Martraias, ype Pawnbroker Liver- 


_ pool Pedy i. Ord July 8 
OPKINS, JOHN, irmin m. Beer Retailer Birmingham 
Pet July 2° ~ 7 


2 Ord J 
, Bookseller 


Houcues, Roperr pg Blaenau Fi 
ortmadoc Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Jzrrzry, Gzorcz, Grimstone, Dorset, Baker Dorchester 
Pet June 21 Ord J July 2 

Kent, Many Janz, Kingsbridge Plymouth Pet July 2 
Ord July 2 ings 4 ymo y 

Kouroursxy, Eooem, Commercial rd HighCourt Pet May 
24 Ord July 4 

Lay, Tracey Francis Tuomas, Wrockwardine, Salop, 
Farm Bailiff Hereford Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Martinson, Taomas, Ireby, Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
wivelg A on ae A et, 

ORGAN, ussia ct, Cheapside High Court 

Pet april’ 19 Ord July £ ate 

Movutprey, Marraa Ayn, Leeds, Lodging house Keeper 
Leeds Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Nicutmveare, Wittiam, West Ji N 
Tyne, Newcastle on Tyne Pet uly” v1 
Ord July 4 


Parry, Witiiam Jony, Liv ps ne Fancy Goods Dealer 
Liverpool Pet July 4 
Peruick, Ricnarp Ruspie, tee Cornwall, Grocer 
ne ——— ae gh a 2. Maesteg, Glam, 
ILLIPS, AVID, 1LIP AVIES. 
Pay etilders Ca Cardiff Pet July t 8 Ord Jal July 3 
orn, Gzorce, Copenhagen vision Dealer High 
Court PetJune7 Ord July 4 





Raypex, Arzravr Rosson, and by my AppinEl, 
Copthall court, Stockbrokers High Co Pet June 15 
‘Ord July 4 

‘SerreRFigLD, "Water er Moagete, Dairyman 
Canterbury Pet June 26 Ord J 

‘Surru, Joun, 8t Gement, Corneal — yee Truro Pet 


July 2 Ord July 2 
‘Tuompson, Norrisoy, ~~ -e 
Joiner Kingston upon ull 


Ververs, Henry Ernest, Haslingden, 
lackburn Pet June i4 Ord July 4 

Weicn, Arravre Epwix, Lymington, Soutangten, 

rd Proprietor Southampton PetJuly4 O 


a by CHARLES, + panes Eesex Chelmsford Pet 
July 8 Ord July 
Waattey, 1 a Keighley Bradford Pet July 3 


Ord July 
‘MITE, erat Anrruvus, Nottingham, Commission Agent 
N ham Pet July 2 On ‘daly 2 
Warrentan, Frev, Dudley Hill, ford, Peggy Maker 
Bradford Pet July 3 Ord July 8 
P eecen Publican 
7, Butcher Great Grimsby 


n Hull, 


J 
Pot July 8° Ord July 8 


Lanes, Joiner 


fun Arezert, Thurlaston, 
Leicester Pet July 4 Ord Jul 

Wognense, Loves, Goest Griaust 
PetJaly3 OrdJuly 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arrzy, Grorcr, Ravenstonedale, Westmorland, Farmer 
July id at” 11.90 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, 


AwpERson, <= Wolverhampton, Grocer July 17 at 11 


Off Rec, hata 
ARMER, — Y, gton, Westmorland, Farme 
July 14 at 11 pecan mgnae ge Reged 


Bemnosz, “nantes Revsen, Wha’ in the Vale, Notts 
Tuly 13 at 3 Of Hee, & Castle pl, Pak sy Nottingham 

Bovis. Wii11am Roseet Doveras Carrineton, Victoria st 
July 23 at 12 eg od 

Bram, ons, Pickering —s t July 13 at 

11.80 74, Newborough, Scar 
ew 3 ae Noting, Joiner July 13 at 11 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


Gaunen by ee a RK vee, © Strood, Kent, Chemist 
July 23 at 11.80 115, High st, Hoo 

CoapEetL, WILL 2 Sane, Ee 8, Shoemaker July 13 
at12 1, 8¢ ‘Aldate’s, Oxford 

Cow.ey, Kare Isaset, nalles waeeeh, 2B Fa Draper 
July 18 at 1230 A+ Tart Dulwich 3 

Cuttex, Wittiam Art ulwich July 17 at il 
Bankruptcy > 

Dares, Georee WILiiAM, Ai ‘k, Manchester, Leather 
Factor July18at280 Off Rec, Byro m st, Manchester 

Dsntoy, James, Builder July 16 at 8 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple av 

VERETT, LUKE eee ae Bradf Cy: 

18 at11 Off Rec, 31 row, 

Farrow, ARTHUR Gene, Stoke Newingtor, Carpet 
Ww July 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Fisuer, James Wit1iam, East Brent, Somersets, Sh 
maker July 14 at 11 W H Tamlyn, High st’ Bridg- 


water 

Fisuer, Revsen Pavt, Nottingham, Joiner July 13 at 12 
Off 4, Castle pl, Park st. Nan ee oy 

Soeeee GrorGE, hee Jul; 


Sat3 Off Rec, Cambridge june —_ 
Salaae. Ricuarp Joun, New Cross, yaks July 13 
at 1130 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Gacs. Jounx, Wolverhampton, Compositor July 17 at 11.30 
Off Rec. Wolk 


Govutp, Gzorez, Hurdlow. Derbys, Farmer July 13 at 12 
Off Rec, 47. Full st, Derby ; ‘ 

Gairritus, Davin Tuomas. Aberdare, Collier July 16 at 2 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hackney, Antoun Dupiey, Hanley, Staffs, Potter July 
183 at 10.80 Off Rec, Newcastle under lone 

Haszareaves, Wiit14m, and Curistorner Hargreaves, 

Cotton , ee — aeeemees 


Nelson, uly 13 at 11 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Hangs, Wititam Snoumale, Axminster, t Maker 
July 19 at 10.30 Off Hee, 1, Bedford crus, Bxster 
Hirt, Water, Tavistock, Devon, China Dealer July 17 
atll 6, Atheneum terr, Plymouth 


Kent, Mary Janez, Engin, Devon July 17 at 11.30 
6, Atheneum terr, Plymouth 


Lang, Tracey Francis Tuomas, Pipe cumL, Hereford, 
Farm Bailiff ford 


iy 18 at 10 2, Offa st, 
Lavaeeny er Ge Aa, Giam, Glazier July 13 
35, High st. Merth: 


yr Tydfil 
Laveen Gronon, Bridlington, Parmer July 18 at 12 


wwborough, Scarboroug’ 
Lresiscn, RicHaRp Tous, "Cheriton Medlock, M: 
, Commission Agent July 13 at 8 Off Rec, 


Byrom st, Manchester 
ae | ALFRED, Sheen, Aberdare, Mason July 
7at2 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
ARS stron Tomas, Ireby, by Farmer July 16 
mC ty 
EN, RTH N, use 
"ae 18 at 11 yee pte Park row, Leeds 
N . THOMAS, Blackpool, Joiner Ji 
M78 at 11 130 Oi fe 14 Chapa et Preto ” 
Otrver, Jouyn, Okefi Fitzpaine, Carpenter 
July 18 at 12,30 Of | Rec, Endless st, vaatisbury 
Powrsrorp, Wii.14M, Hereford, Brewer’s Traveller July 18 
at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Raypen, Artuur Rosryson, and Wiii1am Appixett, Co 
hall’ct. Btockbrokers Eeieke 


cle Dealer July 
‘ord 


July 13 at 2.30 


Sippie, Witu14m Henry, Borrowdale, Cumbrid, Quarryman 
, July 14at 12 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 
TownsEeNp, Hensy, Sheffield, Brooch Manufacturer July 
Tr mB My Southend on Son, Builder July 
ae DGAR CHARLES, on uly 17 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple aven 


estas Vincent, rh Or Rae ak Metin Witt, 

Grocer July18ati1l Off Byrom st, lasceene” 
Wave Axrsur Morty, re on Trent, Derby July 13 
at 11.30 Off Reo, 47, Full 


te Se ALFRED Hues Lancs, Yarn 
t J 17 at 2.30 00H fet Byron st, _o— 
Wenn ARRY, 

July 13 at 3.30 Of Reet a, & 8 


Yrerp, Atsert Anprew, Winchcombe, Glos, Builder 
July 19 at 3 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 29: 


Wavxrorp, Honack Henny, King’s Lynn, Grocer J 
at 1045 Court house, s Lynn we 


Amended Notice substituted for that published n the 
London Gazette of July 8: 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
dora, & Racuano, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet July 4 
Baxgnes, vee i Wu, Old W Huntiagdon. 
Grocer Northampton 


eston, 
Pet June 29 Ord July 3 
Barratt, Farperick Arruur, Birmingham, Bir- 


Pet July2 Ord July 3 
yr bey ane . aMBERS, Ilkeston, Derbys Derby 


Builder Birmingham Pet 

Beck, Fran«, Barrow in Furness, Coal Dealer Barrow in 
Furness Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Hardware Dealer Leicester Pet 

Boot, Franx a, nr Rotherham, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet July3 Ord July 3 

Oat ee” Teignmouth, Draper Exeter Pet July $ 

Coo.tne, Ricnarp Henry, Great eo, Fish Merchant 


Great y July 3 a 
Cuckson, Witiiam, Bawtry, Y Shediela Pet July 2 
Ord Jaly 2 


Dickson, Hersert Eowarp Batmarx, Bettomen Park rd 
Ly gE Pet May 10 Ord July 
Dows, Samvst, Lo Guachownsr 


Pet June 19 Ord July 4 


Bowsnng, Beware, Kaleutien, Draper Leicester Pet June 
18 June 30 


Fis Mo Wiru1am, Eatt Trent. Somerset, Shoemaker 
“prid water Pet June 29 Ord Ju'y2 
ottingham, 


Fisxe: UBEN Pavu, N oiner Nottingham 
Pet June 15 Ord July 2 

Foster, Josuua Epes, and Cuartes Wiiiiam Gray. 

pemaay 9 Gt Grimsby Pet July 2 Ord 


m Rings, Fes Portsmouth, Grocer Porta- 
eee - Btationer Greenwich 


ees reper Bahn High Court Pet 
G uN, Thanet, Kent, Blacksmith Canterb Pet 
™Fune 22° Ord July var 


Govtp, Gzorcz, Hurdlow, Derbys, Pet 
May 29 Ord July 4 
— | a+ - hemes , Painter Reading Pet June 30 


Southsea, Hants, Builder Ports- 
Pet June 18 Ord June ' 


30 
Hazem, Wittiam Ancaipatp, Aomsiaste, Boot Maker 
Exeter Pet July 2 Ord July 2 
Hawirt, James Marra as Tovergecl, Pawnbroker Liver- 
pool PRONE S Ord July 8 
Houaues, Rossrt Rosert, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth 
Bookseller Portmadoc Pet July 2 wa Och Seles 


are = Tame, , St George’s, Salop, Painter Madeley Pet 
June 


Hau, Tuomas Parsons, 
mouth 


Ord July 3 
Kent, Max Kingsbridge, Devon Pl th 
Taya Ord July 3 ae 
Laws, Tracey Francis Tou Wrockwardine, Salop, 
Seen ee Hereford Pet June Ord June 30 
vin, ABRanam, Sandringham rd, 
Court Pet May19 Ord July 4 


Turf Commission Agent Ipswich 


June 30 
M mien sl , Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle 
«Pet July 4 Ord July 2° 


Mongen, Jems,  — + ~~) mel Draper Newtown 


“an | 


Rome, aia tee Petes, Farmer Gloucester Pet 
y 30 


NIGHTINGALE, Wane, Newcastle on T Machinist 


Neweastle on Tyne Pet July 4 ord J 

ae Stag tenor oe 
— Posse, Teicherham, seaacedn Manager 
ons, ett ee ome Rien Truro Pet 


a. "Wruttas mF Builder 
Chelmsford Pet April 27 Ord July's rasa 


Tange oe all, J 
Magetcn’upon'Hiall Bet Jalys Oeticless 
mh... oe ert Gresham Rail Contracto: 
High Court Pet Jan 28° Ord June $0”? 4 
Trvusseiie, Samvst Harn, Wi 
Wolverhampton Pet June 28 Ord July 8 


Wangan, Reger Gastn, Diets Gng, Kent Croydon Pet 
25 Ord June 28 
Warp, Joszra, 


Blomfield_mews, meee Teltngte, Pro- 
High Court eee a 
Warns Od 2 + mers Chelmsford Pet 


beg Jann, Keighley Bradford Pet July 3 


Sa ay at Cromiahe Agent 
Waren, Peggy Maker 


mm. Bey 8 4, Aa 


Leicester Pet 


wore “oot Fige 
‘Woopunap. Gt Grimsby, Butcher Great Grimsby 








Eapy, Joun Gunmaker July 12 at 12 174, 
gay 


Pet July 8 yond July 8 








cd tad OR. Ania mor 
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London Gazette.—Turspay, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Azroae. HH, Danes inn, Strand, Public Accountant High 
Court Pet Aprili1l Ord July 5 
ArrewELt, ArTHur, Camberley, Surrey Guildford Pet 

June9 Ord July8 
Bassett, Henry James, Leckbampton, - 

FE Cheltenham Pet July 5 = July 
Bravssaw, Frank Wiitos, Log apy Builders’ "afecchant 
Preston Pet June 25 Ord July 
Braitsrorp, Jonx, Sheffield Shetbela Pet July 6 Ord 

6 


Jul 

Seows,. Frayk Sem, Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet June 22 Ord July 

Buttock, Jonn Epmuunp, ana Sotneher Plymouth 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Crarxe, Atpert Mortzy, Witham, 
Derby Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Cosuam, Ropert, Farndon, Notts, Shopkeeper Notting- 
ham Pet June 23 Ord July 6 

Dutros, Wit1t1am Freperick Trarrorp, and Ricnarp 
Cottmay, Hizh Holbora, Hosiers High Court Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 

Dysox, Grorce, Mirfield, Yorks, Stonemason Halifax 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 


Foster, ANNIE, - Cheshire Birkenhead Pet 
July6 Ord July 6 

Gov.tp, Joun Woorprince, Newport, I of W, Grocer 
Newport Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Green, Rosert Covrgr, Sunderland, Surveyor 
land Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Grecory, Ernest, Radford, Notts, Warehouseman 
Nottingham Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Hapwix, Joux, Burton, Westmorland, Grocer Kendal 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Hatt, Ciarence, Brought on aay, Leicesters, Plumber 
Leicester Pet Jaly6 Ord July 

—_ Guepaitt, Halifax Halitax Pet July 7 Ord 
uly 7 

Harvey, Henry, Wedmore, Somersets, Corn Merchant 
Wells Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Hewspersoy, Wii11a™ James, Peckham, Licensed Victualler 
High Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Keyes, Harry, New oF: Schoolmaster Kingston, 
Burrey Pet June 25 Ord July 7 

Kypp, , in Titord, Essex, Builders’ Ironmonger Chelms- 
furd Pet June 18 Ord July4 


LatHam, Wiii1am, Wheatley, Doncaster Sheffield Pet 
June15 Ord July 5 

Lixwoop, Hersert, Lower 5 —y Greengrocer Edmon- 
ton Pet June it Ord Jaly 

Lirrror, James, Bolton, Coal Merchant Bolton Pet July 
6 Ord July 6 

Morais, Pumuir, Kingston upon Hull, Tailors’ ‘Trimmings 
Dealer upon Hull Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Morrtox, Ricnarp, Mansfield, Notts, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Neuer, F, Wimbledon, Stationer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
June8 Ord July7 

Nog, ALBERT hr ll Canterbury Canterbury Pet June 
22 Ord July5 

Panam, SAMvEL. ~ Dorsets, Baker Salisbury 
Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Pott, Gzorce Wiiiam, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Leicester Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Gzorce, Redland, Bristol, Market Gardener 
Pet June 18 Ord Jul 

Porriz, Wixiiam, and Gzorcz ies Portiz, Lower 
wars nr Wigan, Machinists Wigan Pet July5 Ord 

ond Jounx James, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet July 5 
Ord July 6 


Epwarps, 


Essex, Architect 


Sunder- 


Poor, 


Rosgerts, Jonx Owen, Balham, Canvasser Wandsworth 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Rvsse.i, Joszru, Rusholme, a: Hardware Dealer 
Manchester Pet June 23 Ord July 


Sccpamorg. Cuartes Joseru Roper, » adel st, Solicitor 
Court Pet June9 Ord July 5 

Streatham, Clerk Wandsworth 

Peterborough 


High 


Sirurrosg, Josern Henry, 
July5 Ord J uly 5 
Brrices, Joux, Whittlesey, Cambs, Builder 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 
Srevexsoxs, Gronce, Fulham, Licensed Victualler 
Court Pet Junme2i Ord July 5 


Tayitor, Damier, Road, Somerset, Farmer Frome Pet 
uly 4 Ord July 4 
Tuomrsox, Joux Hanoxp. Swinefleet, Goole, Yorks, Wheel- 
t Wakefield Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Jous, Great Eccleston, Lancs, Builder 
Pet June 11 Ord July6 


——, Evays Joszes, Portmadoc, Joiner Portmadoc 
ny 1S - Ord July 7 
Wun LAMB, Brid: igend, Glam, Draper Cardiff Pet June 
19 Ord July 4 


eee notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of June 29: 
Bwars, Wittram Jous, South Benfleet, Hesex, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet April 27 Ord June 6 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arrorp, = H. Danes inn, Strand, Public Accountant 
July 19 at 12 < ow ! bldgs, Carey st 
Wigan, Grocer July 18at320 Court 


Tomi ssox, 
Preston 


Asrisat, Bicnazp, 
house, King st, 


Barxes, Eowarp Wiitiam, O14 Weston, Huntingdun, 
qoaner July 17 at 12 Off Ree, la, St Paul’s 2a. Bed- 


Bsagverey, Wii11sm Coamnens, Ifkeston, Derbys July 17 
at 3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Hardware Dealer July 17 at 3 


July 19 at 10.45 
ese 2 
Draper July 18 at 
an Butcher July 18 at 
win st, B: 


Coo.tne, Ricnarp Henry, Lg ee mney eet 
July 17 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne pet Ge yi 
Cuckson, Witu1am, Bawtry, York July 17 at 4.30 
Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Davison, Saran Frances Brunyarp, West Haddlesey, 
York. Farmer July 25 at 11.15 Off Rec, 28, Stone- 

gate, York 

Dioxson, Hersert Epwarp Batmaix, on ny Park rd 

July 17 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 

Dicxixs, Jonn Grorcs, Aswarby, Lines, =k. uly 19 

at 12.30 Off Rec, 4 and6, West st, Boston 

Dowy, Samvuz., Lowestoft, \y ~~ ge July 18 at 4.15 

Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft, Buff 

EnpErsy, CHARLES GEORGE, neg Lincolns, Shoemaker 

July 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Foster, Hitt, Castieford, Yorks, Plumber July 18 at 3 

Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wakefield 


Gentuz, Exvizanetu, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manu- 
eer} July 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, 8t Paul’s sq, 
0 


Teignmouth, 
8, Bedford 
Cuampers, ALFRED FRANK, 

2.30 Off Rec 24, Railway app, 
Criarx, Tuomas, Bristol. J 
12 Off 


Camp, CHARLES, 
Off Ree, 13, 


Hanpt, M, Craven st, Sen, Journalist July 17 at 11 
Bankru tcy bldgs, Car y st 

Harvey, aienaer Weboon, Somerset, B.A Merchant 

July 18 at 12.45 Off Rec, Baldwin st, B 

Haryett, Martin Constantix, Cannon y oly 18 at 12 

ptey bldgs Carey st 

Hawt, James Marraras, Liverpool. Pawnbroker July 

18at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Ison, Haney Jonny, Shrewsbury, Chemist July 17 at 10 30 
Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 


Jackson, Joserx Tomas, Loftus, York, _—— July 25 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboro' 

JEFFERY, GroraE, Grimstone, Dorsets, iin July 17 at 

12.30 Off Ree, Endless st. Salisbury 


Kypp, Davin, Ilford, Essex, Builders’ Ironmonger July 18 
at3 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st d 
Lirtrot JaMEs, sie, Sak arian July Watli Off 

Rec, Exchange st, Bol 


MartHews, Eva, aa Swansea, Coal Merchant July 
17 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Mepuicott, ALBERT Epw ARD, Smethwick, Stafford, Corn 
Factor July18atit 174, Corporation at, Birmingham 


Nawsce, Artuur CHAPLin, Putney 


Newcomsz, Jonn, Swansea, Journeyman Painter July 17 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea . 
NIGHTINGALE, Wittiam, West Jesmond, Newcastle on 

Tyne, i Tene Off Rec, 80, Mosley 
st, Y Newenstio on Tyne 


OrcuagD, Witt1am Jonny, Brighton, Licensed Victualler 
July 18 at 3 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Parry, Witi1Am Jou, Liverpool, Tobacconist July 18 at 
3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 

Pererxiy, ALBERT Gorpoy, Northwich, Stationer July 18 
at1l Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Poo.z, Gzorce, Redland, Bristol, —o ~~ F eeaal July 
18 at1215 Off Rec. Baldwin st, at, 

Porrtiz, Waa ani GzorcEe Neen Portiz, Lower 
Ince, nr Wigan, came, July 19 at 215 Court 
house. King st, Wiga 

Prwett, Jonny ae, =, Derby, Saddler July 17at3.90 Off 
Ree, 47, Full st, Der’ 

Rxopes, wren F A Wakefield, Joiner July 
18 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

eae tem Witu1am, Holme, Huntingdon, School- 
master July 20 at 11.456 Law Courts, New rd, 
Peterborough 

Rowe, Ervest Epcar, Helston, Coane, Tailor July 18 
at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Tru 

SampLe, Grorce Henry, West Bromvic July 18 at 1? 
174, Corporation st, Bi 

ScuoreL, Gerarp ApBiANus ol iy bikes, Cony 

rter July 18at12 Bankru Carey at 

Seymour, Georcze Epuvunp, Parton, “Wi 
July 25at 1030 Off Rec, 46, MGricklade 6 an 

—,< HARLES = Victoria st July 19 at 11 Rankruptcy 

ldgs, Carey 

SuiTH, Jonx, Penhellick 8t omens, Cornwall, Farmer 
July 18 at 12.3) Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Swars, Witiiam Jony, South Benfleet, Essex, 

July 19 at 2.30 Institute, Clarence rt, Southend: Hees 


Taytor, Danie., Road, Somerset, Farmer July 18 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Tuompsox, Jonny Hanzoip, Swineficet, nr Goole, Yorks, 

Wheelwright July 17 at 2.30 The Lowther Hotel, 


Txuompson, Nornisoy, Ki 
Joiner July me me us 
non ee 
y W atl haat 
Trausse ie, SAMUEL crater Coachbuilder 
July 18 at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


Watxer, Hexny Givper, A: } Coe, Kent July 18 at 


11.30 24, Railway 
Warp, JosErn. Cab Pro- 
w peleter ity a, mana 

ARDLE, Ca) I VESEY, yton 

July 23 at 2.30 ‘i 
Weicn, Antaur woe 

Laundry July "9 8 8.15 Off Rec, 173, 


High st, 

Wicks, Frepericx Ezexret, eatin Stationer J 

atl Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge ” 

Winans, Avomer, ‘Thurlaston, Leicesters, Peblican July 
17 at 1230 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ral 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arriecx, Wiitidm Foorr, peg Iron Merchant 
Li Pet April 27 Ord July . 
Axzcuer, Grorce JammEs, ~ oe on A Worker Walsall 
‘ Pet June jd Ord J a ounne 
TTEWELL, ARTHUR, Camberey, jurrey ord 
June 9 Ord July7 ™ 


Baris, Coaries jumms, Ludgate circus High Court 
May 24 Ord July bai “ ~ 


Diner, — Fmt Cheltenham, Fruiterer Chelten- 
ham Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Berit. Lady ueere, Queen’s gate High Court Pet 
April 12 Ord July 6 

BrarisrorD, — jun, Sheffield Sheffield Pet July 6 
Ord July 


Butuiock, i Eomunp. ’ Bootmaker Plymouth 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 an 


CaRrruTHERs, James Byam, Craven st, Strand, Printer High 
Court Pet May18 Ord July 7 

Crarke. ALBERT Mons ey, Matlock, Derbys, Architect 
Derby PetJuly6 Ord J 

Dysoyx, GrorcEe Ty “nh Stonemason Halifax 
Pet July 6 “Ord July 

Foster, ANNIE, Senco Cheshire Birkenhead Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 

GenTLE. Exizapetu, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manu- 
facturer Luton Pet June 26 Ord July 6 

Gunes, Goeer Course, Sunderland, Surveyor Sunderland 


y6 Ord July 6 
Gaecory, Exnest, ae ham, Warehouseman Notting- 
ham Pet July7 July 7 
Hapwin. Jouy, on Westmorland, Grocer Kendal 
July 7 Ord July 7 


Hatz, CLaRence, > ry Leicester, Plumber 
Leicester Pet July6 OrdJuly 

Mares, GLEpHILL, Halifax Halitex Pet July 7 Ord 

iy 7 

Harcreaves, Joun, Rawtenstall, Lancs, E eer Roch- 
dale Pet June13 Ord July 6 -_ 

Harvey, a wy eed Corn Merchant 

Pet July 5 Ord Jul 


~~ Joun, Margate, Kent, Titencd Victualler 
Pet June 1i Ord Jul: 


Lory, Sot Bolton, Coal ae Bolton Pet July 


Lona, Semak Henry, en yale — Butcher 
Portsmouth Pet June 23 Ord J 


Wagon, gw gm * cea see Leicester Pet 


Mokrnzis, Paiute, Kineton upon Hull, Tailors’ Trimmings 
Dea'er Kingston upon Hall Pet July6 Ord July6 
Morrow, Ricnarp, Mansfield, Notts, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet J uly7 Ord July7 
ie, Rosert, ey me Butcher Birmingham Pet 
June 25 Ord Jul: 


Pererkin, ALBERT al aia, Stationer Nant- 
wich Pet Junel6 Ord July 6 

Pox, Gzorcs Wits, Leicester, Gomme Traveller 
Leicester Pet July6 Ord July 

Poo.e, soon, Redland, . se Market Gardener Bristol 
Pet June 18 Ord July7 

Pootzy, Epuunp, Brompton rd, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Mayll Ord July 4 

Porrirz, Wiiu1am, and Grorcze Hszxtson Porriz, Lower 
Say nr Wigan, Machinists Wigan Pet July 5 Ord 

5 

Prior, “aroncr, Copenhagen st, pe Dealer High 
Court Pet June7 Ord July 

Busholme, sikiea, Hardware 
Pet June 23 Ord July 7 


SILuITOE, Josera pat, fenatham, Clerk Wandsworth 
Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Spriccs, Joun, bg nll Cambs, Builder Peterborough 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

TAYLor, Pam, 3 pant, Somerset, Farmer Frome Pet 


July 4 omy é 
Txompsox, JOHN ROLD, Swinefieet, nr Goole, Yorks, 


Wheelwright Wakefield Pet July2 Ord July 2 
We.cn, Anruvur Epwiyx, Lymington, Southampton, 
janeity Proprietor Southampton Pet July4 Ord 


July 

Wicks, , Snes. Rettig Stationer 
Pet June 23 Ord July 

Witurams, Evan Jonzs, Portmadoc, Toiner Portmadoc 

Pet July7 Ord July7 


Canter- 


Russert, Josern, 
Dealer 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


FE PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests,~ Statutes, and Post- 
age, 528. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
268. ; by Post, 28s. SoniorTors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 








Zaxueim, Recina, Strath Draper July 19 at 2.90 


Bankruptey bidgs, Carey 


application be made direct to the Publisher. 
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